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House of Representatives
The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut).
f

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 14, 1998.

I hereby designate the Honorable NANCY L.
JOHNSON to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
with amendments in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested, bills of
the House of the following titles:

H.R. 6. An act to extend the authorization
of programs under the Higher Education Act
of 1965, and for other purposes.

H.R. 3694. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1999 for intelligence and
intelligence-related activities of the United
States Government, the Community Man-
agement Account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Disability
System, and for other purposes.

H.R. 4059. An act making appropriations
for military construction, family housing,
and base realignment and closure for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1999, and for other pur-
poses.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 6) ‘‘An Act to extend the
authorization of programs under the
Higher Education Act of 1965, and for
other purposes,’’ requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. COATS, Mr.
GREGG, Mr. FRIST, Mr. DEWINE, Mr.
ENZI, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Ms. COLLINS,

Mr. WARNER, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. DODD, Mr. HARKIN, Ms. MI-
KULSKI, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. WELLSTONE,
Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr. REED, to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 3694) ‘‘An Act to author-
ize appropriations for fiscal year 1999
for intelligence and intelligence-relat-
ed activities of the United States Gov-
ernment, the Community Management
Account, and the Central Intelligence
Agency Retirement and Disability Sys-
tem, and for other purposes,’’ requests
a conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and appoints Mr. SHELBY, Mr.
CHAFEE, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. DEWINE, Mr.
KYL, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. HATCH, Mr. ROB-
ERTS, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. COATS, Mr.
KERREY, Mr. GLENN, Mr. BRYAN, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mr. KERRY, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr.
ROBB, Mr. LAUTENBERG, and Mr. LEVIN;
and from the Committee on Armed
Services, Mr. THURMOND, to be the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 4059) ‘‘An Act making ap-
propriations for military construction,
family housing, and base realignment
and closure for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1999, and for other pur-
poses,’’ requests a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
BURNS, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. FAIR-
CLOTH, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. STEVENS, Mrs.
MURRAY, Mr. REID, Mr. INOUYE, and Mr.
BYRD, to be the conferees on the part of
the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate passed bills and concurrent res-
olutions of the following titles, in
which concurrence of the House is re-
quested:

S. 439. An act to provide for Alaska State
jurisdiction over small hydroelectric
projects, to address voluntary licensing of

hydroelectric projects on fresh waters in the
State of Hawaii, to provide an exemption for
portion of a hydroelectric project located in
the State of New Mexico, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 538. An act to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to convey certain facilities of
the Minidoka project to the Burley Irriga-
tion District, and for other purposes.

S. 799. An act to direct the Secretary of the
Interior to transfer to the personal rep-
resentative of the estate of Fred Steffens of
Big Horn County, Wyoming, certain land
comprising the Steffens family property.

S. 814. An act to direct the Secretary of the
Interior to transfer to John R. and Margaret
J. Lowe of Big Horn County, Wyoming, cer-
tain land so as to correct an error in the pat-
ent issued to their predecessors in interest.

S. 846. An act to amend the Federal Power
Act to remove the jurisdiction of the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission to license
projects on fresh waters in the State of Ha-
waii.

S. 1158. An act to amend the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act, regarding the Huna
Totem Corporation public interest land ex-
change, and for other purposes.

S. 1159. An act to amend the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act, regarding the Kake
Tribal Corporation public interest land ex-
change.

S. 1609. An act to amend the High-Perform-
ance Computing Act of 1991 to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal years 1999 and 2000 for
the Next Generation Internet program, to re-
quire the Advisory Committee on High-Per-
formance Computing and Communications,
Information Technology, and the Next Gen-
eration Internet to monitor and give advice
concerning the development and implemen-
tation of the Next Generation Internet pro-
gram and report to the President and the
Congress on its activities, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 1976. An act to increase public awareness
of the plight of victims of crime with devel-
opmental disabilities, to collect data to
measure the magnitude of the problem, and
to develop strategies to address the safety
and justice needs of victims of crime with
developmental disabilities.

S. 2022. An act to provide for the improve-
ment of interstate criminal justice identi-
fication, information, communications, and
forensics.

S. 2073. An act to authorize appropriations
for the National Center for Missing and Ex-
ploited Children.
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S. 2275. An act to make technical correc-

tions to the Agricultural Research, Exten-
sion, and Education Reform Act of 1998.

S. 2282. An act to amend the Arms Export
Control Act, and for other purposes.

S. 2294. An act to facilitate the exchange of
criminal history records for noncriminal jus-
tice purposes, to provide for the decentral-
ized storage of criminal history records, to
amend the National Child Protection Act of
1993 to facilitate the fingerprint checks au-
thorized by that Act, and for other purposes.

S. Con. Res. 30. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the rules
of multilateral economic institutions, in-
cluding the International Monetary Fund
and the International Bank for Reconstruc-
tion and Development, should be amended to
allow membership for the Republic of China
on Taiwan and other qualified economies.

S. Con. Res. 81. Concurrent resolution hon-
oring the Berlin Airlift and commending the
Berlin Sculpture Fund.

S. Con. Res. 106. Concurrent resolution to
commend the Library of Congress for 200
years of outstanding service to Congress and
the Nation, and to encourage activities to
commemorate the bicentennial anniversary
of the Library of Congress.

S. Con. Res. 107. Concurrent resolution af-
firming United States commitments under
the Taiwan Relations Act.

The message also announced that
pursuant to the provisions of Public
Law 105–186, the Chair, on behalf of the
Democratic Leader, appoints the fol-
lowing Senators to the Presidential
Advisory Commission on Holocaust As-
sets in the United States—the Senator
from California (Mrs. BOXER); and the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. DODD).

The message also announced that
pursuant to the provisions of Public
Law 105–186, the Chair, on behalf of the
Majority Leader, appoints the follow-
ing Senators to the Presidential Advi-
sory Commission on Holocaust Assets
in the United States—the Senator from
New York (Mr. D’AMATO); and the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SPECTER).
f

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 21, 1997, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to 30 min-
utes, and each Member, other than the
majority leader, the minority leader,
or the minority whip, limited to 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5
minutes.
f

OREGON DEATH WITH DIGNITY
LAW

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker,
one of the most difficult decisions we
in Congress routinely face on the Fed-
eral level is choosing where to act or
intervene in a decision that is reached
elsewhere. There are some that are rel-
atively easy decisions for most Ameri-
cans, as in the case of where there is
active discrimination or a failure to

protect the environment. People feel
entirely comfortable with the Federal
Government moving to assure equity
and environmental protection.

Many, however, are decisions that
are very much in a gray area, which
some choose, unfortunately, to use for
political reasons. One of these gray
areas, the decision that affects the end
of life, is perhaps one of the most dif-
ficult and personal.

In the State of Oregon, which I rep-
resent, we have struggled, debated and
agonized over this issue for the last 4
years. The end-of-life issue is a very
complex one, and, with the advent of
new medical technologies and our rap-
idly aging population, it is getting
more so for more of us.

There are a wide range of ways to im-
pact on these decisions, but none, as
near as I can tell, require Federal help
or interference. Yet today, the House
Committee on the Judiciary is poised
to have one of its subcommittees deal
with legislation that would do pre-
cisely that, undermine a decision that
has been agonized over in my State of
Oregon for these last 4 years.

There are, in fact, some very tech-
nical problems of a serious nature with
this legislation. It would, in fact, inter-
fere with the practice of medicine, of
pharmacy, of pain management, of hos-
pice management, in ways that would
have profound effects on rights that
many in America have taken for grant-
ed, and that is why there are large
numbers of the medical profession that
have come forward with their opposi-
tion to legislation of this nature.

In Oregon, our legislation, Death
with Dignity, is still a work in
progress, but the fact is the prelimi-
nary evidence suggests that this option
may actually reduce the incidence of
violent suicide while easing the burden
of both the individual and their family.

Rather than having a flood of people
to our State to take advantage of the
provisions of the Death with Dignity
law, it appears that individuals, having
the knowledge that they, their families
and their doctors can control this deci-
sion, gives a sense of peace and con-
tentment that enables some people to
move forward, enduring the pain and
the struggle, without resorting to tak-
ing their own life.

At this very moment, there are peo-
ple in America who are struggling with
this question in their family, and, be-
fore the day is out, there will be some-
one in America who will, in fact, has-
ten their death.

As Americans struggle with these
issues, mostly hidden from public view,
it is important that we not have that
personal tragedy, that agony, that
frustration made more difficult by laws
that ignore the realities of modern
medicine and the range of legitimate
personal medical choices.

As we age as a society, exponentially,
with the increase of the elderly popu-
lation, and just the growth in our popu-
lation, this will become more serious.
As medical science continues to ad-

vance, the difficult decision points are
going to be made more difficult and
more complex.

The evidence suggests that Ameri-
cans support the principles of Death
with Dignity. But whether you are a
conservative and supportive of States’
rights, or you are characterizing your-
self perhaps as more progressive and
feel that the government should be in-
volved with more innovative policy de-
velopment, it should be a point of com-
mon agreement that the Federal Gov-
ernment should allow Oregonians to
continue their struggle in the imple-
mentation of Death with Dignity and
avoid unnecessary Federal inter-
ference.
f

AMERICA UNITING IN PROVIDING
FLORIDA DISASTER RELIEF

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. STEARNS) is recognized during
morning hour business for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Speaker, my
home State of Florida has been ravaged
with the worst outbreak of fire in the
State’s history. We have seen the type
of destruction which devastates com-
munities. Such a disaster demands that
people work together to protect life
and property, and, in these cases, some
of the best qualities come out of our
American people.

Since June 1, 1998, in a prolonged
drought, we have seen 1,946 reported
fire outbreaks. The destruction is wide-
spread. Fires have burned over 485,000
acres of land, over 2,200 homes and
structures, and several businesses.

Madam Speaker, the outpouring of
goodwill and assistance we received
came not only from within our State,
but from the Federal Government and,
in fact, from 44 other States. Foreign
countries even offered aid, with one
loaning a special fire-fighting unit.

The Florida National Guard and U.S.
Marine units worked together to help
evacuate people, clear brush and build
temporary bridges to transport the
heavy fire-fighting equipment. Con-
tractors in the private sector volun-
teered machinery and manpower to
battle the flames and transport water.
Churches, schools, motels and busi-
nesses opened their doors to shelter
over 100,000 evacuees. Donations poured
in to aid the victims and help the brave
emergency workers and firefighters.

I am proud to represent these kinds
of people, particularly the people who
live in Palatka, Florida. These resi-
dents did not suffer the fire damage
seen in other areas, but were able to
open their doors to over 2,000 evacuees
streaming from nearby Flagler County
and other fire-stricken areas.

The local Price-Martin Community
Center served as an information center,
providing directions to nearby shelters.
Folks from my county who love horses
went over to Volusia County and
helped with those folks who had horses
that were straying. Volunteer nurses
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and the local Red Cross worked around
the clock to ease the suffering of those
forced from their homes.

Recognizing our State’s emergency
situation, on June 18, 1998, President
Clinton declared the State of Florida a
major disaster area, paving the way for
over $32 million in Federal aid to reach
Florida’s fire-ravaged areas.

More recently, Secretary Glickman
declared Florida eligible for Depart-
ment of Agriculture assistance. That
was very good news for Florida’s fam-
ily farmers, who sustained significant
production losses. Agricultural inter-
ests in Florida suffered $100 million in
damages just from El Nino events, and
then lost more than $400 million in the
following droughts and fires.

As grateful as we are in Florida for
this Federal assistance, it comes at a
25 percent State cost. FEMA has initi-
ated $60 million worth of missions to
help Florida, but that means that Flor-
ida must contribute $15 million of its
own. Add that to about $45 million in
State and local costs, and the State’s
price tag of this natural disaster really
begins to mount.

Fortunately, FEMA policy allows 100
percent Federal funding for direct Fed-
eral assistance emergency work. Re-
cently Florida requested that the
President authorize 100 percent funding
for essential Federal assistance pro-
vided to date and thereafter.

I hope that the 100 percent assistance
will be granted, as this is the fifth dis-
aster declaration Florida has faced in 5
years, and that it comes on the heals of
the El Nino floods earlier this year.
Florida disaster resources are nearly
exhausted. By reflecting on our re-
sponse to this natural disaster, we can
prepare for future fire outbreaks.

As a member of the House Fire Serv-
ice Caucus, I recognize that a coordi-
nated effort of all available resources
is necessary to battle these blazes. On
June 25, I joined fellow caucus mem-
bers at a press conference highlighting
our new task force and initiative on
wildland fires.

b 1245
We contacted the Secretary of De-

fense, Mr. Cohen, requesting the co-
operation and the assistance of the De-
partment of Defense to identify assets
he could make available for firefight-
ing purposes. Additionally, we asked
the U.S. National Guard to examine its
past deployments in firefighting efforts
and then offer recommendations as to
how these assets can be most effec-
tively administered.

Luckily, I say to my colleagues, re-
cent rains have provided some relief,
and those who helped us through the
worst deserve our praise and thanks.
As we have seen, this difficult situa-
tion revealed our country’s good char-
acter. This was evident in the valiant
firefighting efforts that began on the
first of June. I am confident that
through a continued coordinated effort
we will completely extinguish these
fires threatening Florida and begin the
long process of recovery.

Madam Speaker, I am here today to
applaud all the efforts of all Floridians
for all the hard work they have done to
put out these fires. God bless them all.
f

TRIBUTE TO WATKINS M. ABBITT,
SR.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
JOHNSON of Connecticut). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of January
21, 1997, the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. SISISKY) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. SISISKY. Madam Speaker, it is
my sad duty to inform the House that
former Congressman Watkins M.
Abbitt, who formerly represented the
4th District of Virginia, died yesterday
at the age of 90.

Congressman Abbitt was a true son of
the south. He was born in Lynchburg,
Virginia, 1908, graduated from the Ap-
pomattox Agricultural High School in
1925, and earned a law degree from the
University of Richmond in 1931. He
served as Commonwealth’s Attorney in
Appomattox from 1932 to 1948 and was a
member of Virginia’s Constitutional
Convention in 1945.

He was a delegate to Democratic
State conventions from 1932 to 1952,
Chairman of the Democratic Central
Committee from 1964 to 1970, and dele-
gate to the Democratic National Con-
vention in 1964. He also became a direc-
tor of the Farmers National Bank.

He was elected to Congress in 1948
and served until he retired in 1973.

I will be the first to tell my col-
leagues that the 4th District has
changed since Wat Abbitt served in
Congress, and the great thing about
Wat Abbitt was that he saw changes
coming and was ready to change with
it. Nevertheless, the rural character of
Southside is still there; the peanut and
tobacco farmers and families are still
there.

After he retired, Wat Abbitt said his
biggest accomplishment had been look-
ing after the interests of the farmers in
his district. I hope they can say that
about me.

Among many of my constituents,
Wat Abbitt is still the standard by
which they measure an effective Con-
gressman. I can tell my colleagues this
about serving in Congress: I have
worked hard to get the job, and I think
I would have been elected even if Wat
Abbitt had not helped me, but it sure
made things easier for me that he did.
I suspect there is 40 years worth of Vir-
ginia’s governors, from both parties,
and Congressmen who could say the
same thing. He was one of the rare
politicians who combined fidelity to
the past with respect for the future.
That ability helped change Virginia
from the way it used to be to the way
that it is today.

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. GOODE).

Mr. GOODE. Madam Speaker, it is
my pleasure to join my colleague, the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SISISKY)
in expressing sadness at the passing of

former Congressman Watkins M.
Abbitt of Appomattox. He served with
distinction in this body for over 24
years. He represented the 4th District,
but from 1972 on, he was a resident of
Virginia’s 5th District.

He first came to Congress in the win-
ter of 1948 when he won an overwhelm-
ing victory over four opponents. In the
years that followed, he rarely faced op-
position because of his outstanding
reputation and his leadership in the
United States House of Representa-
tives.

As Chairman of the Democratic
Party of Virginia, he fought hard to
bring our party into a position of
prominence. In 1946, he had the distinc-
tion of being the only Statewide cam-
paign manager for two Statewide cam-
paigns, those of U.S. Senator Harry
Byrd and U.S. Senator A. Willis Robin-
son. Both were overwhelmingly suc-
cessful.

In 1972, Wat Abbitt retired from Con-
gress though not from politics or life.
He left all of us who knew him with
many legacies, but I should mention
three of the hallmarks of his legisla-
tive years: support for tobacco, fight-
ing for peanuts, and warnings about
rising deficits. In his later years he re-
mained active. This last year he sold
more tickets to the Appomattox Coun-
ty Democratic Fish Fry than any other
person.

He gained renown as a great speaker,
and I fondly recall his remarks and his
speeches on my behalf in the nomina-
tion process for the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives.

I join many others in extending con-
dolences to his wife; to his son, Wat-
kins M. Abbitt, Jr., who is following in
his father’s footsteps and who is a
member of the Virginia House of Dele-
gates; to his two daughters; to his two
brothers; and to his sisters. May we all
remember his enthusiasm, his zest for
living, and his willingness to fight for
causes that were just and may he al-
ways serve as a model for us in the
years ahead.
f

JUSTICE AND EQUITY FOR
FILIPINO VETERANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FILNER) is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debate for 5 minutes.

Mr. FILNER. Madam Speaker, what I
want to do this afternoon is to bring to
the attention of my colleagues and the
American people a glaring injustice
that has existed in this country for
more than half a century, an injustice
that was caused in 1946 and that we in
this Congress in 1998 have a chance to
remedy.

Recently, this Congress passed a res-
olution of support and congratulations
for the 100th anniversary of the inde-
pendence of the Republic of the Phil-
ippines. We celebrated that anniver-
sary as true partners in the world with
the Philippine Republic. I said at that
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time a few weeks ago that a better way
to give honor to our allies in the Pa-
cific, a better way to celebrate this
100th anniversary of our close partner,
would be to remedy an injustice that
was perpetrated on the brave veterans
of the Philippine armed forces who
fought side by side with the American
Army in the liberation of the Pacific in
World War II.

The Philippine soldiers were drafted
into World War II by our President
Franklin Roosevelt. They fought side
by side and helped to win the battle of
the Pacific; and yet, after the war, all
the benefits of being a veteran were
taken away by the Congress of 1946.

There is legislation in this House
that is cosponsored by almost 200 of us,
legislation introduced by the distin-
guished Chairman of the House Com-
mittee on International Relations, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIL-
MAN) and myself, H.R. 836, called the
Philippines Veterans Equity Act.
Thanks to the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. STUMP), we
will be having a hearing on this legisla-
tion next week on July 22nd, a hearing
on H.R. 836, the Filipino Veterans Eq-
uity Act. That hearing promises to
give the American people a living his-
tory lesson of past bravery and cour-
age, much of it long forgotten by our
current generation.

The American people will hear from
brave participants in the battles of Ba-
taan and Corregidor. They will hear
from survivors of the famous Bataan
Death March in which thousands of
Filipinos and Americans died. They
will hear from guerilla fighters who,
for 4 years in the Philippines, both held
up the advance and the consolidation
of power by the invaders and helped
prepare the way for the return to the
Philippines by General Douglas Mac-
Arthur. The story after that is well
known, with MacArthur retaking the
Philippines and using that as a base to
regain the Pacific.

What will be clear from this testi-
mony next week at the House Commit-
tee on Veterans Affairs will be the
bravery, the courage, the honor, the
dignity and the loyalty of these veter-
ans of World War II, and what will also
be clear is the injustice that was per-
petrated more than 50 years ago and
the dishonor that was brought really to
us as Americans by allowing this ac-
tion. We took away the rights that
they had earned as veterans of the
American Armed Forces. To this day,
they are still wanting a return of this
honor and dignity. Of more than al-
most a quarter of a million who were
alive during World War II, less than
75,000 are alive today.

I plead with this Congress and with
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs to
restore the honor and dignity to these
brave veterans in the last years of
their lives. Let us pass H.R. 836, the
Filipino Veterans Equity Act. Let us
restore the honor and dignity of these
brave fighters of World War II. Let us
grant equity to them now.

We have apologized as a Nation for
the internment of the Japanese in
World War II. We have apologized to
those soldiers at Tuskegee who were
involuntarily subject to medical ex-
periments which led to their death. It
is time as a Nation that we apologize
to the brave veterans of World War II
who are from the Philippines. Let us
pass H.R. 836. Let us give these soldiers
their honor and dignity.
f

RUSSIAN MATTERS RELEVANT TO
THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON) is recog-
nized during morning hour debates for
5 minutes.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
Madam Speaker, last evening I gave a
keynote speech at the John F. Kennedy
School of Harvard University to a
group of 25 Duma members from Rus-
sia, parliamentarians who were here
for 2 weeks of orientation in the ways
of our operation of the American de-
mocracy, our Congress and our system
of government. It was an eye-opening
experience, and I wish them well as
they spend the next 2 weeks learning
more about America and our democ-
racy.

Working in Russian issues as I do, I
have two other facts I would like to
bring to the attention of my col-
leagues. One is a very positive develop-
ment in Russia, and we have all
watched with a great degree of concern
as this emerging democracy over the
past several years has evolved in giving
people additional rights and freedoms.

One of my good friends, Aleksei
Yablokov, who has testified twice be-
fore Members of this Congress and our
subcommittees on issues involving the
environment, nuclear contamination
and small nuclear bombs, unfortu-
nately had an incident where one of the
Russian publications, Nezavisimaya
Gazeta, wrote an article about Mr.
Yablokov calling him a traitor because
he came before the U.S. Congress and
told in a very open setting about his
concerns that Russia had, in fact, built
small nuclear suitcase bombs, that
these bombs might not be accounted
for.

Mr. Yablokov sued this publication
and just recently, in fact last week, the
Moscow Municipal Court ruled in favor
of Aleksei Yablokov, ordered the news-
paper, the Gazeta, to print a public re-
traction by the 9th of September, 1998,
and to pay Yablokov 30,000 rubles be-
cause of this libel case. It is a credit to
the Russian system that an individual
with the integrity of Aleksei Yablokov
can sue and successfully win compensa-
tion for wrongs committed by the Rus-
sian media, and for that I applaud Rus-
sia.

The second issue concerns me,
Madam Speaker, because during the re-
cent break one of my good friends, a
member of the State Duma from the

our home is Russia party, Lev Rokhlin
was assassinated. He was the Chairman
of the Duma Committee on National
Security. I had met with him on nu-
merous occasions, and while I in many
cases did not agree with his political
positions, I respected him. He was a re-
tired Russian general, someone who
was known for committing himself and
his political leadership to support for
the troops, for their quality of life.
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Lev was also one of the most out-

spoken critics of Boris Yeltsin. In fact,
last year he called publicly for Yeltsin
to be impeached. For these calls, Lev
was removed from his position as
chairman of the Duma Defense Com-
mittee. He was involved more recently
in investigating whether or not Rus-
sian oil companies took money for use
in the Caucasus, to be used to buy
weapons, instead of being used for the
people and for the Russian government.

There are suspicions that Lev
Rokhlin was assassinated because of
his outspoken comments. The official
line out of Moscow is that Lev was
killed by his wife, a wife who shot him
in a fit of anger. But Lev’s children
have publicly come out and said that is
not the case, that Lev was assas-
sinated, and that his wife had to say
what she did because she also was told
she would be assassinated.

In addition, Yuri Markin, a lawyer
that worked with Rokhlin, said that he
believed that there was an assassina-
tion attempt on his life the same night
Lev Rokhlin was killed. Mr. Markin
claims Lev was assassinated because he
in fact was revealing things that were
going on inside of Russia that were not
legal and that in fact involved orga-
nized crime.

I encourage, Madam Speaker, the
Russian government to fully inves-
tigate, as Boris Yeltsin has promised,
the unfortunate and untimely death of
Lev Rokhlin, so we can, as we have in
the case of the environmentalists win-
ning the money from the slanderous ar-
ticle by the Russian newspaper, so that
we can have peace of mind that Lev
Rokhlin was not killed by some orga-
nized criminal element in Russia be-
cause of what he was saying and be-
cause of the job that he was performing
as a member of the State Duma.

The Russian people understand this
issue. In fact, at Lev’s funeral last
week over 10,000 Russian citizens came
out in force. Most of them have a sus-
picion that Lev was in fact assas-
sinated by forces other than his wife.

I would ask our administration to
lend its support to my call for the Rus-
sian government to have a full ac-
counting as to the circumstances and
facts surrounding the death of Duma
Deputy Lev Rokhlin.
f

THE TRANSPORTATION NEEDS OF
THE RESIDENTS OF THE 46TH
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.

JOHNSON of Connecticut). Under the
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Speaker’s announced policy of January
21, 1997, the gentlewoman from Califor-
nia (Ms. SANCHEZ) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 3 minutes.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Madam Speaker, dur-
ing the Fourth of July district work
period, it was my distinct honor to join
officials in Orange County, California,
to highlight the transportation needs
of the 46th Congressional District.

I joined the chairman of the Orange
County Transportation Authority,
Sara Catz, a longtime friend, and the
regional administrator for the Federal
Transit Administration, Mr. Leslie
Rogers, to present a $5 million check in
Federal transportation funding to un-
dertake a feasibility study for the con-
struction of an urban light rail system.

I believe that the final release of the
Federal funding is an excellent exam-
ple of the partnership between the Fed-
eral Government and regional trans-
portation agencies in an effort to meet
the transportation needs of local resi-
dents. I am pleased to work with the
administration to make the funding
available to begin the feasibility study
of the transitway project.

The funding represents a significant
step in relieving the crushing transpor-
tation demands of the residents of Or-
ange County.

For example, the projected future
economic growth will result in an esti-
mated 43 percent increase in county
traffic by the year 2020. In fact, if we
take a look at the work that is being
done today in the city of Anaheim, $5
billion worth of new construction, pri-
vate construction, where we are build-
ing a second Disneyland theme park,
Members will note that we have a lot
of construction going on today.

While the residents of Orange County
many years ago passed a proposition
which would allow us to fund many of
the transportation improvements we
have been working on, the fact of the
matter is that the economic good times
that are occurring there with respect
to construction and jobs require an
even more fundamental solution.

For example, the interstate through-
way through Orange County now has a
place where it is 26 lanes wide in just
one spot, so transit makes good sense if
it can be affordable and if it can be ap-
plied correctly.

In fact, if we do not do something
and we continue just to build freeways,
it will add about another 20 minutes to
commute time in Orange County,
where some people already have com-
mute times of 2 hours just one way to
get to work in the morning.

The potential for the light rail sys-
tem in our county is exciting.
Transitway projects such as this rep-
resent a sound investment in infra-
structure that enable our economy to
thrive and to provide our communities
with a safe and reliable transportation
system. It becomes even more impor-
tant as part of our population contin-
ues to age and as, for example, in the
city of Santa Ana, which I represent,
we have the youngest population
across the United States.

Ultimately, by improving our trans-
portation system, we stimulate eco-
nomic growth, we create local jobs, and
ultimately we improve the quality of
life for our cities and our neighbor-
hoods.
f

NORTON FILES BILL FOR FULL
CONGRESSIONAL REPRESENTA-
TION FOR THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON)
is recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, today
I introduced the District of Columbia
Voting Rights Act of 1998, my first bill
following the July 4 recess. District
citizens commemorated July 4 of this
year by presenting a petition to Con-
gress for redress of grievances granting
the citizens of the District of Columbia
representation in Congress.

July 4 was the date the Founders of
the Nation and the Framers of the Con-
stitution declared their right to full
voting representation before submit-
ting to any government. The residents
of the District take them at their word
and insist upon the same.

Because the petition is not self-exe-
cuting but requires the introduction of
a bill, I have an obligation to respond
to the petition by introducing a bill to
carry out its request to the Congress to
grant the District full voting represen-
tation. I expect the same bill to be in-
troduced in the Senate.

District citizens, with great patience,
have pursued all the remedies available
to them, the Voting Rights Act of 1978
and the New Columbia Admission Act
of 1993. Following the example set at
the founding of the Nation on July 4 of
1776, it has become impossible for the
District to let the matter rest any
longer. A combination of authoritative
sources now make clear that Congress
cannot continue constitutionally to
deny District residents representation
in the national legislature, but must
and can take all steps necessary to af-
ford them full representation.

The Congress has continually cited
Article I, Section 8, Clause 17, for the
proposition that it has plenary power
to do whatever is constitutionally and
legally necessary to or for the District.
Using this power, the Congress has re-
quired District residents to meet the
responsibilities of States and to accept
the obligations of States, but has de-
nied District citizens the rights that
citizens of the States take for granted.
Under the Constitution as interpreted
by the courts today, it has become im-
possible to argue that the Constitution
gives the Congress power at once to im-
pose obligations and to deny rights.

Fortunately, the Framers of the Con-
stitution have not left District citizens
without a remedy, should Congress fail
to act. That is what the courts are
there for, and that is what the Con-
stitution is there for.

Therefore, today I am introducing
into the RECORD the Petition for Re-
dress of Grievances, which lays out the
broad outlines of the constitutional
framework that requires that District
citizens be treated like the full Amer-
ican citizens they are.

The courts have already decided that
all Americans are entitled to equal rep-
resentation in the national legislature.
The Supreme Court has interpreted the
due process clause, the equal protec-
tion clause, the privileges and immuni-
ties clause, and the guarantee of a re-
publican form of government, to mean
that no American citizen may be ex-
cluded from an equal vote in the Con-
gress.

The right to be represented in the na-
tional legislature is a function of na-
tional citizenship. District residents
cannot be held to be the only citizens
excluded from the one man-one vote
equal representation of Reynolds ver-
sus Sims.

The citizens of the District of Colum-
bia are as much entitled to the right to
full representation as citizens who
leave our shores, perhaps for a lifetime,
but still claim the right to representa-
tion in the House and Senate, under
the Overseas Citizens Voting Rights
Act of 1975 passed by the Congress.

Thomas Jefferson spoke for the peo-
ple whom I represent when, in the Dec-
laration of Independence, he wrote
about ‘‘. . . a long line of abuses and
usurpations’’ resulting from govern-
ment without representation of the
governed, and concluded that there was
‘‘a duty to throw off such government
and to provide new guards.’’

Like the colonists, District citizens
pay taxes as required by a body in
which they have no representation. Un-
like the colonists, District citizens
have recourse to a peaceful path for the
redress of grievances, the Congress of
the United States, and failing that, Ar-
ticle 3 courts established by the Fram-
ers themselves.

Therefore, I call upon my colleagues
in the House and Senate to use Article
I, Section 8, Clause 17, and the other
relevant constitutional provisions and
cases forthwith to grant, in the words
of the bill I introduced today, ‘‘. . . the
community of American citizens who
are residents of the District constitut-
ing the seat of government of the
United States . . . full voting represen-
tation in the Congress’’ before the
105th Congress adjourns sine die.

Madam Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the text of the Petition for the
Redress of Grievances.

The material referred to is as follows:

PETITION FOR REDRESS OF GRIEVANCES

We the people of the District of Columbia
exercise our First Amendment right this
July 4th ‘‘to petition the Government for a
redress of grievances.’’ 1 We file our Petition
to ask the Congress and the President to re-
dress the most fundamental of grievances:
our lack of voting representation in the
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United States House of Representatives and
in the United States Senate.

We the people of the District of Columbia
are citizens of the United States, endowed
with all the attendant rights and duties of
American citizenship. Like all other Amer-
ican citizens, we are governed by the laws
Congress writes; thousands of us have fought
and died in the wars Congress has declared;
and we pay into the Treasury billions of dol-
lars for the taxes Congress levies. Yet, un-
like all other citizens, we have no vote in the
decisions Congress makes. And we are denied
that right solely because our home is the Na-
tion’s Capital, the city that is a symbol of
Democracy to people throughout the world.

This denial is wrong, because it is contrary
to the principles of democratic consent and
representative government upon which our
Nation was founded. It was wrong when the
vote was denied to African-Americans; it was
wrong when the vote was denied to women; it
was wrong when the vote was denied through
poll taxes, literacy tests, property require-
ments and other devices that excluded citi-
zens from equal participation in our Govern-
ment; and, it is wrong now to deny voting
rights in Congress to the citizens of the Dis-
trict of Columbia. Congress and the Presi-
dent, in the noble American tradition of jus-
tice for all, have redressed these wrongs in
the past. They should do the same for us
now. We therefore petition the Congress and
the President to right the wrong that contin-
ues to be done to the citizens in the Nation’s
Capital.

The principles upon which we base our pe-
tition were first set out in the Declaration of
Independence, 222 years ago today. There,
Thomas Jefferson and the other founders of
our Republic declared that Governments
justly derive their powers only ‘‘from the
consent of the governed’’ and that Great
Britain had violated that requirement by
forcing our people to ‘‘relinquish the right of
Representation in the Legislature, a right
inestimable to them . . .’’ 2

In its first seven words, our Constitution
carries forward these basic principles of our
Declaration of Independence and articulates
the sole source of our Government’s legit-
imacy: ‘‘We the people of the United States
. . .’’ 3 On behalf of all the people of the
United States, the Founding Fathers wrote
the Constitution in order to secure the Bless-
ings of Liberty to the citizens of the original
states and to their Posterity. We are part of
that Posterity, and we therefore claim the
rights the Constitution gives us.

The Constitution guarantees Due Process
to all citizens. It guarantees Equal Protec-
tion of the Laws to all citizens. It guarantees
the Privileges and Immunities of citizenship
to all citizens. And it guarantees a Repub-
lican Form of Government to all citizens. As
Abraham Lincoln said, ours is a government
‘‘of the people, by the people, and for the
people.’’ 4 We the citizens of the District of
Columbia are entitled to the rights the Con-
stitution guarantees, and we are certainly a
part of the people of whom Lincoln so mov-
ingly spoke. To continue to deny us the vote
is to deny us these constitutional rights and
to exclude us from Lincoln’s promise.

For how can ours be a Government of the
people if part of the people have no voice in
that Government solely because of their
place of residence? How can we receive Due
Process if we do not participate in the proc-
ess that makes the laws we are asked to
obey? How can we benefit from Equal Protec-
tion if the laws exclude us from voting rep-
resentation? How can we exercise the Privi-
leges of citizenship if we are denied citizen-
ship’s most precious privilege—the right to
vote for those who govern us? And how can
we enjoy a Republican form of Government if
we have no voting representation in that

Government? Indeed, how can our Govern-
ment claim the consent of the governed
when a half-million people in our Nation’s
Capital cannot consent because they have no
vote?

The answer to all these questions is that
without the right to vote, our Democratic
rights are debased and the Blessings of Lib-
erty are withheld. As Susan B. Anthony said
in 1872: ‘‘Our democratic-republican govern-
ment is based on the idea of the natural
right of every individual member thereof to
a voice and a vote in making and executing
the laws.’’ 5 As she also said: ‘‘It was we, the
people, not we, the white male citizens, but
we, the whole people, who formed this
Union.’’ 6 And as Martin Luther King, Jr.,
said on that historic day in 1963 when he and
thousands of others gathered in our Nation’s
Capital: ‘‘When the architects of our republic
wrote the magnificent words of the Constitu-
tion and the Declaration of Independence,
they were signing a promissory note to
which every American was to fall heir.’’ 7 As
he also said then, ‘‘now is the time to make
real the promises of democracy.’’ 8

For most citizens, the Supreme Court
made good that promise in 1964 in its land-
mark ‘‘one-person one-vote’’ decision (Rey-
nolds v. Sims). In so doing our Supreme Court
declared: ‘‘No right is more precious in a free
country than that of having a voice in the
election of those who make the laws under
which, as good citizens, we must live. Other
rights, even the most basic, are illusory if
the right to vote is undermined.’’ 9

To their great credit, our recent Presidents
and Congresses have repeatedly acted to fur-
ther this constitutional imperative of rep-
resentation for all Americans. President
Lyndon Johnson, placing the full weight of
his presidency behind the historic Voting
Rights Act in 1965, declared before a Joint
Session of Congress that ‘‘every American
citizen must have an equal vote’’ and that
‘‘there is no duty which weighs more heavily
on us than the duty we have to ensure that
right.’’ 10 Twenty-five years later, on the an-
niversary of that Act, President George Bush
proclaimed a national day of celebration, de-
claring that ‘‘the right to vote . . . is at the
heart of freedom and self-government.’’ 11 He
urged all Americans to ‘‘reflect upon the im-
portance of exercising our right to vote and
our determination to uphold America’s
promise of equal opportunity for all.’’ 12

For its part, Congress has repeatedly re-
sponded to such calls from our Presidents
and from the Nation to protect the right to
vote. For example, in the National Voter
Registration Act of 1993, Congress expressly
found that: (1) the right of citizens of the
United States to vote is a fundamental right;
and (2) it is the duty of the Federal, State,
and local governments to promote the exer-
cise of that right.13

Our grievance is that these resounding pro-
nouncements ring hollow to us this July 4th.
In November, when all other American citi-
zens cast their ballots for their Representa-
tives and Senators in our national Legisla-
ture, our votes will not be among them. On
that day, the people of America will exercise
their most precious right, but we the people
of the Nation’s Capital will be left out.

Twenty years ago, Congress recognized
this grave injustice and proposed a constitu-
tional amendment to address it. Two-thirds
majorities of both Houses of Congress passed
a joint resolution declaring that District
citizens are entitled to full voting represen-
tation in both Houses. Senator Thurmond,
who supported the amendment, defended its
adoption as follows:

‘‘I think it is a fair thing to do. We are ad-
vocating one-man, one vote. We are advocat-
ing democratic processes in this country. We
have more than 700,000 people in the District

of Columbia who do not have voting rep-
resentation. I think it is nothing but right
that we allow these people that representa-
tion. We are advocating democratic proc-
esses all over the world. We are holding our-
selves up as the exemplary Nation that oth-
ers may emulate in ideas of democracy. How
can we do that when three-quarters of a mil-
lion people are not allowed to have voting
representation in the capital city of this Na-
tion?’’ 14

Senator Dole, who also championed the
bill, explained that the 1976 Republican plat-
form had endorsed voting representation for
the District in both Houses, that as the Vice-
Presidential nominee he had pointed ‘‘with
pride’’ to that position as an ‘‘excellent ex-
pression of Republican ideals and prin-
ciples,’’ and that he supported passage of the
1978 bill.15 His reasons eloquently capture
why such a bill was and is necessary:

‘‘The absence of voting representation for
the District in Congress is an anomaly which
the Senate can no longer sanction. It is an
unjustifiable gap in our scheme of represent-
ative government—a gap which we can fill
this afternoon by passing this resolution.

* * * * *
‘‘It seems clear that the framers of the

Constitution did not intend to disenfranchise
a significant number of Americans by estab-
lishing a Federal District. I believe that the
framers would have found the current situa-
tion offensive to their notions of fairness and
participatory government.

* * * * *
‘‘The Republican Party [in 1976] supported

D.C. voting representation because it was
just, and in justice we could do nothing else.
We supported full rights of citizenship be-
cause from the first—from Lincoln forward—
we have supported the full rights of citizen-
ship for all Americans.’’ 16

These Senators’ reasoning in support of
full democratic representation for the Dis-
trict is as compelling today as it was 20
years ago. And yet, what these Senators
rightly found intolerable 20 years ago still
persists today. For although two-thirds of
the Congress endorsed voting representation
for the District in 1978, the vehicle chosen by
Congress—a constitutional amendment—
failed to attain ratification by the required
three-fourths of the States. As a result, the
equal rights for D.C. citizens that a large
majority of the Members of Congress sup-
ported have still not been enacted into law.

However, a constitutional amendment is
not required to give us those rights. Those
rights are already guaranteed by the Con-
stitution. All that Congress need do is pass a
bill today recognizing that fact and giving us
voting representation as it intended 20 years
ago. Congress should do so now, not only be-
cause it is constitutionally and morally
right, but also because it speaks to the com-
mon sense of the people. The most recent
poll of public opinion shows that 80 per cent
of the American people believe we should
have equal representation in Congress.17

For these reasons, we formally petition the
Congress to pass a bill granting us by legisla-
tion full voting representation as it approved
for the District in 1978. We furthermore peti-
tion the Congress to pass such a bill before it
adjourns this session. And we petition the
President to support and promptly sign the
bill. Our Government should not let us enter
the 21st century as second-class citizens.

It is time to remedy this fundamental in-
justice. It is time to extend democracy to
the loyal and taxpaying American citizens
who reside in the Nation’s Capital. It is time
to give us the vote.

Respectfully submitted by John M. Ferren,
District of Columbia Corporation Counsel,
On Behalf of the Citizens of the Nation’s
Capital.
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[To be signed, also, by a number of rep-

resentative citizens of the District of Colum-
bia]
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f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until 2 p.m.

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 10 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until 2 p.m.
f

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. HAYWORTH) at 2 p.m.
f

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

May Your blessings, O God, that have
touched our life since birth and con-
tinue with us day by day, abide in our
hearts and minds this day. We recog-
nize, gracious God, that the times
abound with opportunities and chal-
lenges. As we seek to be responsible in
our tasks, we need to know not only
the details of issues, but we also need
to surround ourselves with the great
traditions from which we garner our
values and ideals, our faith and our
convictions. May our shared heritage
remind us that in all things we should
do justice, love mercy and ever walk
humbly with You. Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON) come forward and
lead the House in the Pledge of Alle-
giance.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas
led the Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 26, 1998.

Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
The Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives,

Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-

mission granted to Clause 5 of Rule III of the
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives,
the Clerk received the following messages
from the Secretary of the Senate on Friday,
June 26, 1998 at 1:00 p.m.:

That the Senate Agreed to House amend-
ment S. 731.

That the Senate Passed without amend-
ment H.R. 651.

That the Senate Passed without amend-
ment H.R. 652.

That the Senate Passed without amend-
ment H.R. 848.

That the Senate Passed without amend-
ment H.R. 960.

That the Senate Passed without amend-
ment H.R. 1184.

That the Senate Passed without amend-
ment H.R. 1217.

That the Senate Passed without amend-
ment H.R. 1635.

That the Senate Passed without amend-
ment H.J. Res. 113.

With warm regards,
ROBIN H. CARLE,

Clerk.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 29, 1998.

Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
The Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives,

Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-

mission granted to Clause 5 of Rule III of the
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives,
the Clerk received the following messages
from the Secretary of the Senate on Monday,
June 29, 1998 at 3:03 p.m.

That the Senate Agreed to House amend-
ments to Senate amendments H.R. 3130.

With warm regards,
ROBIN H. CARLE,

Clerk.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, July 10, 1998.

Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
The Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives,

Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-

mission granted to Clause 5 of Rule III of the

Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives,
the Clerk received the following message
from the Secretary of the Senate on Friday,
July 10, 1998 at 11:30 a.m.

That the Senate Agreed to conference re-
port H.R. 2676.

With warm regards,
ROBIN H. CARLE,

Clerk.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair desires to announce that pursu-
ant to clause 4 of rule 1, the Speaker
pro tempore signed the following en-
rolled bills on Tuesday June 30, 1998:

H.R. 651, to extend the deadline under
the Federal Power Act for the con-
struction of a hydroelectric project lo-
cated in the State of Washington, and
for other purposes;

H.R. 652, to extend the deadline under
the Federal Power Act for the con-
struction of a hydroelectric project lo-
cated in the State of Washington, and
for other purposes;

H.R. 848, to extend the deadline under
the Federal Power Act applicable to
the construction of the AuSable hydro-
electric project in New York, and for
other purposes;

H.R. 960, to validate certain convey-
ances in the city of Tulare, Tulare
County, California, and for other pur-
poses;

H.R. 1184, to extend the deadline
under the Federal Power Act for the
construction of the Bear Creek hydro-
electric project in the State of Wash-
ington, and for other purposes;

H.R. 1217, to extend the deadline
under the Federal Power Act for the
construction of a hydroelectric project
located in the State of Washington,
and for other purposes;

H.R. 2202, to amend the Public Health
Service Act to revise and extend the
Bone Marrow Donor Program, and for
other purposes;

H.R. 2864, to require the Secretary of
Labor to establish a program under
which employers may consult with
State officials respecting compliance
with occupational safety and health re-
quirements;

H.R. 2877, to amend the Occupational
Health Act of 1970;

H.R. 3130, to provide for an alter-
native penalty procedure for States
that fail to meet Federal child support
data processing requirements, to re-
form Federal incentives payments for
effective child support performance, to
provide for a more flexible penalty pro-
cedure for States that violate inter-
jurisdictional adoption requirements,
and for other purposes; and

S. 731, to extend the legislative au-
thority for construction of the Na-
tional Peace Garden Memorial, and for
other purposes;

And the Speaker pro tempore signed
the following enrolled bills and joint
resolution on Tuesday, July 7, 1998:

H.R. 1635, to establish within the
United States National Park Service
the National Underground Railroad
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Network to Freedom Program, and for
other purposes;

H.R. 3035, to establish an advisory
commission to provide advice and rec-
ommendations on the creation of an in-
tegrated, coordinated Federal policy
designed to prepare for and respond to
serious drought emergencies; and

H.J. Res. 113, approving the location
of a Martin Luther King, Jr., Memorial
in the Nation’s Capitol.

f

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO
DECLARE A RECESS ON WEDNES-
DAY, JULY 15, 1998, FOR THE
PURPOSE OF RECEIVING HIS EX-
CELLENCY EMIL CONSTAN-
TINESCU, PRESIDENT OF ROMA-
NIA

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that it may be in order
at any time on Wednesday, July 15,
1998, for the Speaker to declare a re-
cess, subject to the call of the Chair,
for the purpose of receiving in joint
meeting his Excellency Emil
Constantinescu, President of Romania.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

f

SUPPORT THE CHILD CUSTODY
PROTECTION ACT

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in support of the Child Custody Protec-
tion Act, which this House will address
tomorrow. It is time that we stand up
for the safety of the daughters of this
Nation as well as for the rights of the
parents.

I served in the Pennsylvania legisla-
ture when we passed the parental con-
sent laws for the purpose of keeping
our young girls safe and under the con-
sent of their parents. Yet abortion clin-
ics in Pennsylvania’s neighboring
States, New Jersey and Maryland, seek
to peddle their services through Penn-
sylvania newspapers and even to any-
one who opens a Pennsylvania phone
book.

By passing the Child Custody Protec-
tion Act this body will take a clear
stand against the bizarre notion that
the U.S. Constitution confers a right
upon strangers to take one’s minor
daughter across State lines for a secret
abortion, even when a State law spe-
cifically requires the involvement of a
parent or judge in the daughter’s abor-
tion decision.

The government should not allow our
daughters’ lives to be endangered by
turning them over to strangers for seri-
ous medical procedures.

Let us protect States’ rights. Let us
protect parental authority. And most
importantly, let us protect our Na-
tion’s young women. Let us pass the
Child Custody Protection Act.

THE LAST THING AMERICA
SHOULD DO IS GIVE MORE TAX
DOLLARS TO RUSSIA AND CHINA

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, since
1992, Russia has gotten $35 billion from
the World Bank, the International
Monetary Fund and foreign aid from
the United States of America. And re-
ports say, check this, not one penny of
all those billions can be accounted for.

Now, if that is not enough to tax
your vodka, the International Mone-
tary Fund today is giving Russia an-
other $22 billion, to which the White
House said, ‘‘Russia needs the money,
and this time they promise to behave.’’
Promises, my ascot, Mr. Speaker. Rus-
sia promised before, and they sold mis-
siles to our enemies. China gets all our
cash, and they have nuclear warheads
pointed at America.

Promises, promises, promises. My
colleagues, the last thing America
needs is to give more money to China
and Russia, who are building armies
with our tax dollars. But what do I
know, I am still trying to figure out
the Tax Code.

f

PRESIDENT ASKS AMERICA TO
BLINDLY TRUST THE COM-
MUNIST CHINESE

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, the
President is back from a $50 million
trip to China and he said that the Chi-
nese now plan to move their nuclear-
tipped missiles away from American
children and American cities. So why
are Americans a little confused and
scratching their heads over this? Well,
because time and time again this Presi-
dent has guaranteed the American pub-
lic that we were free from the threat of
nuclear missile attack.

In fact, the White House web site
says that the President has made this
promise 131 times. And in at least a
quarter of these speeches, he stated
very clearly that no country anywhere
was aiming nuclear missiles at Ameri-
cans.

The President was not alone in his
claim. It seems the Vice President, as
well as former Secretary of Defense
Perry, have made similar claims.

Here is another surprise. President
Clinton never mentioned that both
Russia and China are upgrading their
nuclear missiles with U.S. help. He also
failed to mention that the missiles can
be retargeted in minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I am not sure when to
believe this President. All I know is he
is asking us to blindly trust the Chi-
nese, and that worries all of us.

SUPPORT STATES’ RIGHTS TO
ENACT DEATH WITH DIGNITY
LAWS

(Mr. DEFAZIO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, twice the
voters of Oregon have gone to the bal-
lot box to enact and uphold our Death
With Dignity law. The Ninth Circuit
Court, the Supreme Court, and most
recently the Attorney General have
upheld the right of the citizens of Or-
egon to enact a Death With Dignity
law.

But now a group of our colleagues,
working hand-in-glove with the same
national special interest groups that
opposed our ballot measure, have pro-
posed Federal legislation to preempt
our Death With Dignity law. Many of
these same Members of Congress wax
eloquent day after day on the floor of
the House for States’ rights. Yes,
States’ rights if it restricts a woman’s
right to choice. They are for States’
rights if it shreds the social safety net.
But if the people of Oregon want a
Death With Dignity law, well, they are
not for States’ rights anymore. The
Federal Government should preempt
them.

This is not only an attack on our
States’ rights, it is an attempt to over-
turn the will of a majority of Oregoni-
ans with an unprecedented Federal in-
trusion into the doctor-patient rela-
tionship. It is no longer a doctor-pa-
tient relationship when we are dying,
it is a doctor-patient and Drug En-
forcement Administration official rela-
tionship. This will have an incredibly
chilling effect on the end of life pain-
fully provided by doctors. We must re-
ject this proposal.

f

PRESIDENT’S TRIP TO CHINA
SYMBOLIC OF MANY THINGS

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent just got back from his trip to
China, and I read in the newspaper
while we were home for the break that
this trip was symbolic. I began to
think, what is it symbolic of?

I think it is symbolic, maybe, that
the President told them ‘‘symboli-
cally’’ that we do not care that they
are building the biggest nuclear arse-
nal in the world; and we do not care
that they are selling that technology
to people around the world; and ‘‘sym-
bolically’’ the President was also say-
ing that we do not care that they are
invading a little nation like Tibet, that
never hurt anybody, and have occupied
it for all these years; and ‘‘symboli-
cally’’ he is saying that we do not care
that they persecute people because of
their faith and their beliefs and reli-
gion; and he is telling them ‘‘symboli-
cally’’ that we do not care that they
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threatened Taiwan, that could not do
them any damage, and that they even
threatened the cities on the West Coast
of the United States; and ‘‘symboli-
cally’’ the President said, oh, it is okay
that their army gave money to his re-
election campaign.

And to show them ‘‘symbolically’’
that we do not mind any of this, we are
going to give them some missile tech-
nology to help their intercontinental
ballistic missiles function more appro-
priately.

The President must be proud of his
symbolism.
f

SUPPORT PATIENT’S BILL OF
RIGHTS

(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas asked and was given permission
to address the House for 1 minute and
to revise and extend her remarks.)

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I just got back
from home as well, and what I heard is
that the people really want us to give
attention to the Patient’s Bill of
Rights. They want to be able to choose
their own physicians. They feel legisla-
tion has been introduced and it is time
for us to hear it on the floor so we can
vote it. It is the number one concern
throughout this country.

Patient care has totally left the
hands of physicians and is in the hands
of our insurance companies and our
corporate leaders, who will not pay any
more for coverage. It is time for us to
address the issue, bring it to the floor,
debate it and send it to the Senate. It
is long past due. We have enough peo-
ple to pass it, and I would simply call
on our leadership to bring it to the
floor.
f

SUPPORT SCHOOL CHOICE FOR
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

(Mr. ROGAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, children
living in the District of Columbia de-
serve something they are not getting
today: a quality education. The Dis-
trict of Columbia Control Board found
‘‘that the longer students stay in the
District’s public school system, the
less likely they are to succeed.’’

In today’s high-tech economy, our
children simply cannot compete in life
without a sound education. While Con-
gress supports the efforts of General
Becton, we must do more to give the
children in the District of Columbia
the opportunity for a quality edu-
cation.

The D.C. School Choice bill would
give low-income parents the freedom to
choose the best schools for their chil-
dren. When D.C. public schools compete
for students, they will improve by ne-
cessity.

Mr. Speaker, the children of Wash-
ington deserve a chance to succeed in
life. I urge my House colleagues to give

them that chance by supporting school
choice for the District of Columbia
schools.
f

SUPPORT THE CHILD CUSTODY
PROTECTION ACT

(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, the Amer-
ican people may not all agree on the
issue of abortion, but all Americans
should agree that parents have a right
to know when their children are having
an abortion.

Should a person be able to take a
minor girl across State lines to obtain
an abortion without her parents know-
ing about it? Well, 85 percent of the
American people say no.

Mr. Speaker, this is not merely a
question for the pollsters, it is a ques-
tion of propriety. Mothers need to
know when their daughters are having
an abortion. A family needs to know
when their children are in trouble. It
does no good to keep parents in the
dark. Parents need to have the peace of
mind to know what their children are
doing, and they have the right to know
when their daughters are having an
abortion.

Mr. Speaker, the Constitution does
not confer a right upon strangers to
take children across State lines for se-
cret abortions. I urge my colleagues to
support the Child Custody Protection
Act. It is the right thing to do for
America’s families.
f
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PHYSICIAN-ASSISTED SUICIDE

(Ms. Hooley of Oregon asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
last year, after 3 years of intense de-
bate and two separate ballot measures,
the State of Oregon became the first
State to implement a physician-as-
sisted suicide law. This was not an easy
decision for the people of my State. It
was the subject of intense debate and
media coverage, and the issue was so
thorny that the legislature even de-
cided to send it to the voters twice, and
both times it was approved.

Despite this level of scrutiny in the
State of Oregon, the Committee on the
Judiciary will begin work today on a
bill to overturn the Oregon law.

I came to the well today to say that
I understand there are a number of
Members of Congress who have very
personal concerns about this issue. I
have deep personal reservations about
the concept of assisted suicide; and, as
a private citizen, I voted against it at
the ballot box and in this House of Rep-
resentatives. I voted against Federal
funding of assisted suicide.

But I understand this is not an issue
about personal feelings. This is an
issue about respecting the judgment of

the voters of Oregon. This is about
leaving Oregonians’ business to Orego-
nians.
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYWORTH). Pursuant to the provisions
of clause 5 of rule I, the Chair an-
nounces that he will postpone further
proceedings today on each motion to
suspend the rules on which a recorded
vote or the yeas and nays are ordered
or on which the vote is objected to
under clause 4 of rule XV.

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will
be taken after debate has concluded on
all motions to suspend the rules but
not before 5 p.m. today.
f

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1997

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and
concur in the Senate amendment to
the bill (H.R. 1273) to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal years 1998 and 1999
for the National Science Foundation,
and for other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:
Senate amendment:
Strike out all after the enacting clause and

insert:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National
Science Foundation Authorization Act of 1998’’.
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:
(1) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means

the Director of the National Science Foundation
established under section 2 of the National
Science Foundation Act of 1950 (42 U.S.C. 1861).

(2) FOUNDATION.—The term ‘‘Foundation’’
means the National Science Foundation estab-
lished under section 2 of the National Science
Foundation Act of 1950 (42 U.S.C. 1861).

(3) BOARD.—The term ‘‘Board’’ means the Na-
tional Science Board established under section 2
of the National Science Foundation Act of 1950
(42 U.S.C. 1861).

(4) UNITED STATES.—The term ‘‘United States’’
means the several States, the District of Colum-
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Vir-
gin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands,
and any other territory or possession of the
United States.

(5) NATIONAL RESEARCH FACILITY.—The term
‘‘national research facility’’ means a research
facility funded by the Foundation which is
available, subject to appropriate policies allocat-
ing access, for use by all scientists and engineers
affiliated with research institutions located in
the United States.

TITLE I—NATIONAL SCIENCE
FOUNDATION AUTHORIZATION

SEC. 101. FINDINGS; CORE STRATEGIES.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the following:
(1) The United States depends upon its sci-

entific and technological capabilities to preserve
the military and economic security of the United
States.

(2) America’s leadership in the global market-
place is dependent upon a strong commitment to
education, basic research, and development.

(3) A nation that is not technologically lit-
erate cannot compete in the emerging global
economy.

(4) A coordinated commitment to mathematics
and science instruction at all levels of education
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is a necessary component of successful efforts to
produce technologically literate citizens.

(5) Professional development is a necessary
component of efforts to produce system wide im-
provements in mathematics, engineering, and
science education in secondary, elementary, and
postsecondary settings.

(6)(A) The mission of the National Science
Foundation is to provide Federal support for
basic scientific and engineering research, and to
be a primary contributor to mathematics,
science, and engineering education at academic
institutions in the United States.

(B) In accordance with such mission, the
long-term goals of the National Science Founda-
tion include providing leadership to—

(i) enable the United States to maintain a po-
sition of world leadership in all aspects of
science, mathematics, engineering, and tech-
nology;

(ii) promote the discovery, integration, dis-
semination, and application of new knowledge
in service to society; and

(iii) achieve excellence in United States
science, mathematics, engineering, and tech-
nology education at all levels.

(b) CORE STRATEGIES.—In carrying out activi-
ties designed to achieve the goals described in
subsection (a), the Foundation shall use the fol-
lowing core strategies:

(1) Develop intellectual capital, both people
and ideas, with particular emphasis on groups
and regions that traditionally have not partici-
pated fully in science, mathematics, and engi-
neering.

(2) Strengthen the scientific infrastructure by
investing in facilities planning and moderniza-
tion, instrument acquisition, instrument design
and development, and shared-use research plat-
forms.

(3) Integrate research and education through
activities that emphasize and strengthen the
natural connections between learning and in-
quiry.

(4) Promote partnerships with industry, ele-
mentary and secondary schools, community col-
leges, colleges and universities, other agencies,
State and local governments, and other institu-
tions involved in science, mathematics, and en-
gineering to enhance the delivery of math and
science education and improve the technological
literacy of the citizens of the United States.
SEC. 102. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) FISCAL YEAR 1998.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be

appropriated to the Foundation $3,505,630,000
for fiscal year 1998.

(2) SPECIFIC ALLOCATIONS.—Of the amount
authorized under paragraph (1)—

(A) $2,576,200,000 shall be made available to
carry out Research and Related Activities, of
which—

(i) $370,820,000 shall be made available for Bi-
ological Sciences;

(ii) $289,170,000 shall be made available for
Computer and Information Science and Engi-
neering;

(iii) $360,470,000 shall be made available for
Engineering;

(iv) $455,110,000 shall be made available for
Geosciences;

(v) $715,710,000 shall be made available for
Mathematical and Physical Sciences;

(vi) $130,660,000 shall be made available for
Social, Behavioral, and Economic Sciences, of
which up to $1,000,000 may be made available
for the United States-Mexico Foundation for
Science;

(vii) $165,930,000 shall be made available for
United States Polar Research Programs;

(viii) $62,600,000 shall be made available for
United States Antarctic Logistical Support Ac-
tivities;

(ix) $2,730,000 shall be made available for the
Critical Technologies Institute; and

(x) $23,000,000 shall be made available for the
Next Generation Internet program;

(B) $632,500,000 shall be made available to
carry out Education and Human Resources Ac-
tivities;

(C) $155,130,000 shall be made available for
Major Research Equipment;

(D) $136,950,000 shall be made available for
Salaries and Expenses; and

(E) $4,850,000 shall be made available for the
Office of Inspector General.

(b) FISCAL YEAR 1999.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be

appropriated to the Foundation $3,773,000,000
for fiscal year 1999.

(2) SPECIFIC ALLOCATIONS.—Of the amount
authorized under paragraph (1)—

(A) $2,846,800,000 shall be made available to
carry out Research and Related Activities, of
which—

(i) $417,820,000 shall be made available for Bi-
ological Sciences;

(ii) $331,140,000 shall be made available for
Computer and Information Science and Engi-
neering, including $25,000,000 for the Next Gen-
eration Internet program;

(iii) $400,550,000 shall be made available for
Engineering;

(iv) $507,310,000 shall be made available for
Geosciences;

(v) $792,030,000 shall be made available for
Mathematical and Physical Sciences;

(vi) $150,260,000 shall be made available for
Social, Behavioral, and Economic Sciences, of
which up to $2,000,000 may be made available
for the United States-Mexico Foundation for
Science;

(vii) $182,360,000 shall be made available for
United States Polar Research Programs;

(viii) $62,600,000 shall be made available for
United States Antarctic Logistical Support Ac-
tivities;

(ix) $2,730,000 shall be made available for the
Critical Technologies Institute; and

(B) $683,000,000 shall be made available to
carry out Education and Human Resources Ac-
tivities;

(C) $94,000,000 shall be made available for
Major Research Equipment;

(D) $144,000,000 shall be made available for
Salaries and Expenses; and

(E) $5,200,000 shall be made available for the
Office of Inspector General.

(c) FISCAL YEAR 2000.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be

appropriated to the Foundation $3,886,190,000
for fiscal year 2000.

(2) SPECIFIC ALLOCATIONS.—Of the amount
authorized under paragraph (1)—

(A) $2,935,024,000 shall be made available to
carry out Research and Related Activities, of
which up to—

(i) $2,000,000 may be made available for the
U.S.-Mexico Foundation for Science;

(ii) $25,000,000 may be made available for the
Next Generation Internet program;

(B) $703,490,000 shall be made available to
carry out Education and Human Resources Ac-
tivities;

(C) $94,000,000 shall be made available for
Major Research Equipment;

(D) $148,320,000 shall be made available for
Salaries and Expenses; and

(E) $5,356,000 shall be made available for the
Office of Inspector General.
SEC. 103. PROPORTIONAL REDUCTION OF RE-

SEARCH AND RELATED ACTIVITIES
AMOUNTS.

If the amount appropriated pursuant to sec-
tion 102(a)(2)(A) or (b)(2)(A) is less than the
amount authorized under that paragraph, the
amount available for each scientific directorate
under that paragraph shall be reduced by the
same proportion.
SEC. 104. CONSULTATION AND REPRESENTATION

EXPENSES.
From appropriations made under authoriza-

tions provided in this Act, not more than $10,000
may be used in each fiscal year for official con-
sultation, representation, or other extraordinary

expenses. The Director shall have the discretion
to determine the expenses (as described in this
section) for which the funds described in this
section shall be used. Such a determination by
the Director shall be final and binding on the
accounting officers of the Federal Government.
SEC. 105. UNITED STATES MAN AND THE BIO-

SPHERE PROGRAM LIMITATION.
No funds appropriated pursuant to this Act

shall be used for the United States Man and the
Biosphere Program, or related projects.

TITLE II—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 201. NATIONAL RESEARCH FACILITIES.

(a) FACILITIES PLAN.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than December 1,

of each year, the Director shall, as part of the
annual budget request, prepare and submit to
Congress a plan for the proposed construction
of, and repair and upgrades to, national re-
search facilities.

(2) CONTENTS OF THE PLAN.—The plan shall
include—

(A) estimates of the costs for the construction,
repairs, and upgrades described in paragraph
(1);

(B) estimates of the costs for the operation
and maintenance of existing and proposed new
facilities; and

(C) in the case of proposed new construction
and for major upgrades to existing facilities,
funding profiles, by fiscal year, and milestones
for major phases of the construction.

(3) SPECIAL RULE.—The plan shall include
cost estimates in the categories of construction,
repair, and upgrades—

(A) for the year in which the plan is submitted
to Congress; and

(B) for not fewer than the succeeding 4 years.
(b) STATUS OF FACILITIES UNDER CONSTRUC-

TION.—The plan required under subsection (a)
shall include a status report for each
uncompleted construction project included in
current and previous plans. The status report
shall include data on cumulative construction
costs by project compared with estimated costs,
and shall compare the current and original
schedules for achievement of milestones for the
major phases of the construction.
SEC. 202. ADMINISTRATIVE AMENDMENTS.

(a) NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION ACT OF
1950 AMENDMENTS.—The National Science
Foundation Act of 1950 (42 U.S.C. 1861 et seq.)
is amended—

(1) in section 4(g) (42 U.S.C. 1863(g))—
(A) by striking ‘‘the appropriate rate provided

for individuals in grade GS–18 of the General
Schedule under section 5332’’ and inserting ‘‘the
maximum rate payable under section 5376’’; and

(B) by redesignating the second subsection (k)
as subsection (l);

(2) in section 5(e) (42 U.S.C. 1864(e)) by strik-
ing paragraph (2), and inserting the following:

‘‘(2) Any delegation of authority or imposition
of conditions under paragraph (1) shall be
promptly published in the Federal Register and
reported to the Committee on Labor and Human
Resources, and the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation, of the Senate and
the Committee on Science of the House of Rep-
resentatives.’’;

(3) in section 14(c) (42 U.S.C. 1873(c))—
(A) by striking ‘‘shall receive’’ and inserting

‘‘shall be entitled to receive’’;
(B) by striking ‘‘the rate specified for the

daily rate for GS–18 of the General Schedule
under section 5332’’ and inserting ‘‘the maxi-
mum rate payable under section 5376’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following: ‘‘For
the purposes of determining the payment of
compensation under this subsection, the time
spent in travel by any member of the Board or
any member of a special commission shall be
deemed as time engaged in the business of the
Foundation. Members of the Board and members
of special commissions may waive compensation
and reimbursement for traveling expenses.’’; and

(4) in section 15(a) (42 U.S.C. 1874(a)), by
striking ‘‘Atomic Energy Commission’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Secretary of Energy’’.
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(b) NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION AUTHOR-

IZATION ACT, 1976 AMENDMENTS.—Section 6(a)
of the National Science Foundation Authoriza-
tion Act, 1976 (42 U.S.C. 1881a(a)) is amended by
striking ‘‘social,’’ the first place it appears.

(c) NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION AUTHOR-
IZATION ACT OF 1988 AMENDMENTS.—Section
117(a) of the National Science Foundation Au-
thorization Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 1881b(a)) is
amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (1)(B)(v) and insert-
ing the following:

‘‘(v) from schools established outside the sev-
eral States and the District of Columbia by any
agency of the Federal Government for depend-
ents of the employees of such agency.’’; and

(2) in paragraph (3)(A) by striking ‘‘Science
and Engineering Education’’ and inserting
‘‘Education and Human Resources’’.

(d) SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING EQUAL OPPOR-
TUNITIES ACT AMENDMENTS.—The Science and
Engineering Equal Opportunities Act (42 U.S.C.
1885 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 34 (42 U.S.C. 1885b)—
(A) by striking the section heading and insert-

ing the following:
‘‘PARTICIPATION IN SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING OF

MINORITIES AND PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES’’;
and

(B) by striking subsection (b) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(b) The Foundation is authorized to under-
take or support programs and activities to en-
courage the participation of persons with dis-
abilities in the science and engineering profes-
sions.’’; and

(2) in section 36 (42 U.S.C. 1885c)—
(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘minorities,’’

and all that follows through ‘‘in scientific’’ and
inserting ‘‘minorities, and persons with disabil-
ities in scientific’’;

(B) in subsection (b)—
(i) by striking ‘‘with the concurrence of the

National Science Board’’; and
(ii) by striking the second sentence and insert-

ing the following: ‘‘In addition, the Chairman
of the National Science Board may designate a
member of the Board as a member of the Com-
mittee.’’;

(C) by striking subsections (c) and (d);
(D) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-

lowing:
‘‘(c) The Committee shall be responsible for re-

viewing and evaluating all Foundation matters
relating to opportunities for the participation
in, and the advancement of, women, minorities,
and persons with disabilities in education,
training, and science and engineering research
programs.’’;

(E) by redesignating subsections (e) and (f) as
subsections (d) and (e), respectively; and

(F) in subsection (d), as so redesignated by
subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘additional’’.

(e) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—The second sub-
section (g) of section 3 of the National Science
Foundation Act of 1950 is repealed.
SEC. 203. INDIRECT COSTS.

(a) MATCHING FUNDS.—Matching funds re-
quired pursuant to section 204(a)(2)(C) of the
Academic Research Facilities Modernization Act
of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 1862c(a)(2)(C)) shall not be
considered facilities costs for purposes of deter-
mining indirect cost rates under Office of Man-
agement and Budget Circular A–21.

(b) REPORT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Office of

Science and Technology Policy, in consultation
with other Federal agencies the Director deems
appropriate, shall prepare a report—

(A) analyzing the Federal indirect cost reim-
bursement rates (as the term is defined in Office
of Management and Budget Circular A–21) paid
to universities in comparison with Federal indi-
rect cost reimbursement rates paid to other enti-
ties, such as industry, government laboratories,
research hospitals, and nonprofit institutions;

(B)(i) analyzing the distribution of the Fed-
eral indirect cost reimbursement rates by cat-

egory (such as administration, facilities, utili-
ties, and libraries), and by the type of entity;
and

(ii) determining what factors, including the
type of research, influence the distribution;

(C) analyzing the impact, if any, that changes
in Office of Management and Budget Circular
A–21 have had on—

(i) the Federal indirect cost reimbursement
rates, the rate of change of the Federal indirect
cost reimbursement rates, the distribution by
category of the Federal indirect cost reimburse-
ment rates, and the distribution by type of en-
tity of the Federal indirect cost reimbursement
rates; and

(ii) the Federal indirect cost reimbursement
(as calculated in accordance with Office of
Management and Budget Circular A–21), the
rate of change of the Federal indirect cost reim-
bursement, the distribution by category of the
Federal indirect cost reimbursement, and the
distribution by type of entity of the Federal in-
direct cost reimbursement;

(D) analyzing the impact, if any, of Federal
and State law on the Federal indirect cost reim-
bursement rates;

(E)(i) analyzing options to reduce or control
the rate of growth of the Federal indirect cost
reimbursement rates, including options such as
benchmarking of facilities and equipment cost,
elimination of cost studies, mandated percentage
reductions in the Federal indirect cost reim-
bursement; and

(ii) assessing the benefits and burdens of the
options to the Federal Government, research in-
stitutions, and researchers; and

(F) analyzing options for creating a data-
base—

(i) for tracking the Federal indirect cost reim-
bursement rates and the Federal indirect cost re-
imbursement; and

(ii) for analyzing the impact that changes in
policies with respect to Federal indirect cost re-
imbursement will have on the Federal Govern-
ment, researchers, and research institutions.

(2) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The report pre-
pared under paragraph (1) shall be submitted to
Congress not later than 1 year after the date of
enactment of this Act.
SEC. 204. FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE.

Persons temporarily employed by or at the
Foundation shall be subject to the same finan-
cial disclosure requirements and related sanc-
tions under the Ethics in Government Act of
1978 (5 U.S.C. App.) as are permanent employees
of the Foundation in equivalent positions.
SEC. 205. NOTICE.

(a) NOTICE OF REPROGRAMMING.—If any
funds appropriated pursuant to the amendments
made by this Act are subject to a reprogramming
action that requires notice to be provided to the
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate and
the House of Representatives, notice of that ac-
tion shall concurrently be provided to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate, the Committee on Labor
and Human Resources of the Senate, and the
Committee on Science of the House of Represent-
atives.

(b) NOTICE OF REORGANIZATION.—Not later
than 15 days before any major reorganization of
any program, project, or activity of the National
Science Foundation, the Director of the Na-
tional Science Foundation shall provide notice
to the Committees on Science and Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and the
Committees on Commerce, Science and Trans-
portation, Labor and Human Resources of the
Senate, and Appropriations of the Senate.
SEC. 206. ENHANCEMENT OF SCIENCE AND MATH-

EMATICS PROGRAMS.
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) EDUCATIONALLY USEFUL FEDERAL EQUIP-

MENT.—The term ‘‘educationally useful Federal
equipment’’ means computers and related pe-
ripheral tools and research equipment that is
appropriate for use in schools.

(2) SCHOOL.—The term ‘‘school’’ means a pub-
lic or private educational institution that serves
any of the grades of kindergarten through grade
12.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—It is the sense of the Con-

gress that the Director should, to the greatest
extent practicable and in a manner consistent
with applicable Federal law (including Execu-
tive Order No. 12999), donate educationally use-
ful Federal equipment to schools in order to en-
hance the science and mathematics programs of
those schools.

(2) REPORTS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after

the date of enactment of this Act, and annually
thereafter, the Director shall prepare and sub-
mit to the President a report that meets the re-
quirements of this paragraph. The President
shall submit that report to Congress at the same
time as the President submits a budget request
to Congress under section 1105(a) of title 31,
United States Code.

(B) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report pre-
pared by the Director under this paragraph
shall describe any donations of educationally
useful Federal equipment to schools made dur-
ing the period covered by the report.
SEC. 207. REPORT ON RESERVIST EDUCATION

ISSUES.
(a) CONVENING APPROPRIATE REPRESENTA-

TIVES.—The Director of the National Science
Foundation, with the assistance of the Office of
Science and Technology Policy, shall convene
appropriate officials of the Federal Government
and appropriate representatives of the post-
secondary education community and of members
of reserve components of the Armed Forces for
the purpose of discussing and seeking a consen-
sus on the appropriate resolution to problems re-
lating to the academic standing and financial
responsibilities of postsecondary students called
or ordered to active duty in the Armed Forces.

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 90
days after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Director of the National Science Foundation
shall transmit to the Congress a report summa-
rizing the results of the convening individuals
under subsection (a), including any consensus
recommendations resulting therefrom as well as
any significant opinions expressed by each par-
ticipant that are not incorporated in such a
consensus recommendation.
SEC. 208. SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY IN-

STITUTE.
(a) AMENDMENT.—Section 822 of the National

Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991
(42 U.S.C. 6686) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Critical Technologies Insti-
tute’’ in the section heading and in subsection
(a), and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Science and
Technology Policy Institute’’;

(2) in subsection (b) by striking ‘‘As deter-
mined by the chairman of the committee referred
to in subsection (c), the’’ and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘The’’;

(3) by striking subsection (c), and redesignat-
ing subsections (d), (e), (f), and (g) as sub-
sections (c), (d), (e), and (f), respectively;

(4) in subsection (c), as so redesignated by
paragraph (3) of this subsection—

(A) by inserting ‘‘science and’’ after ‘‘develop-
ments and trends in’’ in paragraph (1);

(B) by striking ‘‘with particular emphasis on’’
in paragraph (1) and inserting ‘‘including’’;

(C) by inserting ‘‘and developing and main-
taining relevant informational and analytical
tools’’ before the period at the end of paragraph
(1);

(D) by striking ‘‘to determine’’ and all that
follows through ‘‘technology policies’’ in para-
graph (2) and inserting ‘‘with particular atten-
tion to the scope and content of the Federal
science and technology research and develop-
ment portfolio as it affects interagency and na-
tional issues’’;

(E) by amending paragraph (3) to read as fol-
lows:
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‘‘(3) Initiation of studies and analysis of alter-

natives available for ensuring the long-term
strength of the United States in the development
and application of science and technology, in-
cluding appropriate roles for the Federal Gov-
ernment, State governments, private industry,
and institutions of higher education in the de-
velopment and application of science and tech-
nology.’’;

(F) by inserting ‘‘science and’’ after ‘‘Execu-
tive branch on’’ in paragraph (4)(A); and

(G) by amending paragraph (4)(B) to read as
follows:

‘‘(B) to the interagency committees and panels
of the Federal Government concerned with
science and technology.’’;

(5) by striking ‘‘subsection (d)’’ in subsection
(d), as redesignated by paragraph (3) of this
subsection, and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘sub-
section (c)’’;

(6) by striking ‘‘Committee’’ in each place it
appears in subsection (e), as redesignated by
paragraph (3) of this subsection, and inserting
‘‘Institute’’;

(7) by striking ‘‘subsection (d)’’ in subsection
(f), as redesignated by paragraph (3) of this sub-
section, and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘sub-
section (c)’’; and

(8) by striking ‘‘Chairman of Committee’’ each
place it appears in subsection (f), as designated
by paragraph (3) of this subsection, and insert-
ing ‘‘Director of Office of Science and Tech-
nology Policy’’.

(b) CONFORMING USAGE.—All references in
Federal law or regulations to the Critical Tech-
nologies Institute shall be considered to be ref-
erences to the Science and Technology Policy
Institute.
SEC. 209. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE YEAR 2000

PROBLEM.
With the year 2000 fast approaching, it is the

sense of Congress that the Foundation should—
(1) give high priority to correcting all 2-digit

date-related problems in its computer systems to
ensure that those systems continue to operate
effectively in the year 2000 and beyond;

(2) assess immediately the extent of the risk to
the operations of the Foundation posed by the
problems referred to in paragraph (1), and plan
and budget for achieving Year 2000 compliance
for all of its mission-critical systems; and

(3) develop contingency plans for those sys-
tems that the Foundation is unable to correct in
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON) each will con-
trol 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER).

(Mr. Sensenbrenner asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1273, the National
Science Foundation Authorization Act
of 1998 and 1999, authorizes the Founda-
tion’s programs for fiscal years 1998,
1999, and 2000. This is a noncontrover-
sial bill that was favorably reported by
voice vote by the Committee on
Science on April 16, 1997, and later
passed the full House under suspension
of the rules on April 24, 1997. The
present version of H.R. 1273 is the prod-
uct of negotiations with the Senate,
which passed the bill on a vote of 99–0
on May 12, 1998.

The National Science Foundation
provides funding to over 19,000 research

and education projects in science and
engineering annually. It does this
through competitive grants and coop-
erative agreements to more than 2,000
colleges, universities, K–12 schools,
businesses, and other research institu-
tions in all parts of the United States.
Although the Foundation’s budget rep-
resents only 4 percent of Federal re-
search and development funding, the
Foundation accounts for more than 25
percent of Federal support to academic
institutions for basic research.

This 3-year authorization improves
our investment in America by
strengthening our commitment to
basic research. It authorizes $3.5 billion
for fiscal year 1998, $3.8 billion for fis-
cal year 1999, and nearly $3.9 billion for
fiscal year 2000. The bill received bipar-
tisan support in the Committee on
Science and demonstrates the Commit-
tee’s belief that the support of basic re-
search will help America maintain its
lead in cutting-edge science and engi-
neering. It is the kinds of research that
the NSF funds through which we will
make the fundamental discoveries
which will become the economic driv-
ers of the 21st century.

The Research and Related Activities
account is NSF’s primary account and
provides the resources for a broad port-
folio of science and engineering activi-
ties. For fiscal year 1999, H.R. 1273 pro-
vides for $2.57 billion for this account,
a 10-percent increase over 1998. For fis-
cal year 2000, the bill provides a further
$2.9 billion.

This legislation also follows through
on the Committee on Science’s com-
mitment to improve math and science
education. H.R. 1273 authorizes $632
million for Fiscal Year 1998, $683 mil-
lion for Fiscal Year 1999, and $703 mil-
lion for Fiscal Year 2000 for NSF’s Edu-
cation and Human Resources Direc-
torate, which funds education pro-
grams. To hold down administrative
costs, the bill holds the salaries and ex-
pense account of NSF to approximately
2 percent growth in Fiscal Years 1998,
1999, and 2000.

I want to take a moment to thank
the acting chairman of the Sub-
committee on Basic Research, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. PICKER-
ING); the former ranking minority
member of the subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. BARCIA);
and the current ranking minority
member, the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON); and the
ranking minority member of the full
committee, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BROWN), for their efforts
and support in crafting a truly biparti-
san bill.

Before closing, I would like to ex-
press my appreciation and respect for
all the hard work performed on this
bill by the late former chairman of the
Subcommittee on Basic Research, Con-
gressman Steve Schiff, who passed
away earlier this year.

H.R. 1273 is the product of Mr.
Schiff’s dedication to improving Amer-
ica’s scientific and technological prow-

ess. Steve was a true patriot who
served our country both as an elected
official and as a member of the Armed
Forces. As this bill demonstrates,
Steve Schiff was also an excellent leg-
islator. The Committee on Science and
the whole Congress will miss his intel-
ligence, wit, and his diligence.

I believe that H.R. 1237 is an out-
standing bill and urge all Members on
both sides of the aisle to support it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
1273, which authorizes the programs of
the National Science Foundation
through Fiscal Year 2000.

Mr. Speaker, the National Science
Foundation is the only Federal agency
with the sole mission to support basic
research and engineering research and
education in the Nation’s schools, col-
leges, and universities. It signals
strong support for the key role of the
Foundation in developing and sustain-
ing the academic research enterprise of
the Nation. It is consistent with the
importance of scientific and engineer-
ing research and education as a public
investment that contributes to the Na-
tion’s economic strength and to the
well-being of our citizens.

The National Science Foundation
programs support research in science
and engineering, the operation of na-
tional research facilities, the acquisi-
tion of state-of-the-art scientific in-
struments, and science education at all
levels of instruction. These wide-rang-
ing activities underpin the techno-
logical strength of the Nation through
both the generation of new knowledge
and the education of scientists and en-
gineers. Moreover, through its initia-
tives in K–12 science education, the Na-
tional Science Foundation contributes
to the important goal of improving the
level of science literacy for all citizens.

In light of the National Science
Foundation’s important role, I am
pleased that H.R. 1273 endorses the
President’s request for a 10-percent
budget increase for Fiscal Year 1999
and growth above inflation for Fiscal
Year 2000. This funding level would pro-
vide real growth for sustaining the
Foundation’s core research activities
in the major science and engineering
disciplines which support individual in-
vestigators and interdisciplinary re-
search teams.

In addition, H.R. 1273 will allow the
Foundation to pursue new initiatives
in such areas as knowledge and distrib-
uted intelligence and the complex
interdependencies among living orga-
nisms and the environments that affect
and are affected by them.

In terms of sustaining the human re-
source base for research in the Nation’s
colleges and universities, H.R. 1273 will
provide support for nearly 27,000 senior
scientists, 5,500 postdoctoral research-
ers, and over 21,000 graduate students.
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Mr. Speaker, the research invest-

ments made by the Foundation gen-
erate the new knowledge that fuels the
Nation’s technological innovation and,
consequently, our economic strength of
the future. I would like to describe
some recent examples that show the
breadth and potential technological
value of results from the Foundation’s
sponsored research.

The Foundation-supported scientists
are participating in the sequencing of
the genome for a model flowering
plant. A coordinated network of data-
bases has been established to facilitate
study of the sequence information. Dis-
coveries to date have included under-
standing of how to reduce
polyunsaturation in seed oils and how
to produce biodegradable plastic in
crop plants.

Researchers at MIT recently created
the first atomic laser, a device that
creates coherence among atoms, much
like the photons in a light laser. This
allows the control group of atoms
which can be focused to a point or
moved over large distances without
spreading out. Atomic lasers may one
day be used to fabricate extremely
small electronic components that will
form the basis for highly efficient navi-
gation and communication devices.

Forecasting techniques for tornadoes
and severe thunderstorms currently
can provide only 30 minutes’ warning.
Researchers at the University of the
Oklahoma have now developed a com-
puter model that has for the first time
successfully predicted the location and
structure of individual storms up to 6
hours in advance before the storms had
begun to form. This forecasting tool
has great promise for providing protec-
tion for lives and families.

National Science Foundation support
for a wide range of research has led to
new ways to exploit the physical,
chemical, and biological properties of
small groups of molecules. The discov-
ery of novel phenomena and processes
at this so-called ‘‘nano’’ scale have led
to minuscule transistors that use less
energy; tiny medical probes that will
not damage tissue; improved computer
disk-drive heads to boost data storage
density; and new ceramic, polymer and
other materials with special prop-
erties.

In addition to supporting basic re-
search, the National Science Founda-
tion’s programs help to educate the
next generation of scientists, engineers
and technicians, and improve science
education for all K–12 students. These
outcomes are achieved through a wide
range of activities, including graduate
student support, research experiences
for undergraduates, development of
curricular materials for science
courses at all levels of instruction, de-
velopment of educational applications
of computer and communication tech-
nologies, and in-service training for K–
12 teachers.

The goals of the Foundation’s effort
to heighten the achievement of all stu-
dents in science and math are particu-

larly important. The approach now
being emphasized has been through
partnerships that the Foundation has
instituted with States and local school
systems to reform math and science in-
struction and to provide opportunities
for professional development of teach-
ers.

I believe that the National Science
Foundation Urban Systemic Initiative
is particularly important in that it fo-
cuses on inner city school systems,
which often have low levels of student
performance in science and math.

Finally, the bill provides for several
national research facility construction
projects. In accordance with the rec-
ommendation of a distinguished panel
of experts that review the facilities
needs of the U.S. Antarctic Program, it
authorizes the replacement of South
Pole Station and needed upgrades at
other Antarctic stations. These facility
upgrades are needed to ensure that
U.S. facilities in Antarctica are capa-
ble of supporting the most advanced re-
search and can provide adequate safety
for the scientists and support staff who
must function in this hostile environ-
ment.

H.R. 1237 will provide funding to com-
plete other research facility construc-
tion projects and to initiate new
projects, including the Polar Cap Ob-
servatory and detectors for the Large
Hadron Collider. The bill also puts in
place new reporting requirements to
improve congressional oversight of
such construction projects.

I want to acknowledge the role of our
former colleague, the late Representa-
tive Steve Schiff, the former chairman
of the Subcommittee on Basic Re-
search, for his efforts during the first
session of this Congress to develop H.R.
1273 in a spirit of cooperation. And I
also want to commend the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER),
the chairman of the Committee on
Science; and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BROWN), the ranking Demo-
cratic Member, for their leadership in
this important legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I fully support H.R. 1273
and urge its approval by the House.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 6 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr. PICKERING), who is the acting
chair of the Subcommittee on Basic
Research.

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Speaker, I want
to commend the leadership and work of
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER) on this very impor-
tant legislation. I rise to say a few
words in support of H.R. 1273, the Na-
tional Science Foundation Authoriza-
tion Act of 1998.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1273 authorizes the
Foundation’s programs for Fiscal
Years 1998, 1999, and 2000. It authorizes
over $11 billion for fundamental sci-
entific research over the next 3 years.

b 1430
It is a bipartisan bill, and I urge all

of the Members to support it.

For the past few months I have had
the privilege of serving as the acting
chairman for the Committee on
Science’s Subcommittee on Basic Re-
search. It has been a tremendous expe-
rience, but I cannot take credit for this
bill. This is Steve Schiff’s authoriza-
tion bill.

Mr. Speaker, I learned a great deal
from the chairman of our subcommit-
tee, and I think many of Steve Schiff’s
priorities can be seen in H.R. 1273. I
just wanted to take a moment to rec-
ognize Congressman Schiff for the
work he did and, more importantly, for
the values for which he stood. I would
also like to thank our chairman, the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER) again for giving me the
opportunity of leading the subcommit-
tee as its acting chairman.

In April of this year at a subcommit-
tee hearing the Director of the Na-
tional Science Foundation stated that
50 percent of our country’s economic
growth in the last 50 years has come
from technological innovation and the
science that supports it. That is why
we fund the National Science Founda-
tion. We understand that our Nation’s
economic strength 25 years from now
depends on our support for science and
technology today.

The strong bipartisan support for
H.R. 1273 demonstrates that this Con-
gress understands and respects the role
of the scientist in our society. We may
not see them in action, but whether it
is the growth of the Internet or the lat-
est medical breakthrough, we see the
results.

In my home State of Mississippi NSF
has played an important role in the de-
velopment of remote sensing in devel-
oping the next generation Internet and
that our three supercomputing re-
search centers through NSF’s EPSCoR
Program, the Mississippi Research
Consortium, made up of the University
of Mississippi, Mississippi State Uni-
versity, Jackson State University and
the University of Southern Mississippi
has done great work in areas as diverse
as manufacturing polymers, to produc-
ing new technology for agricultural
products, to cutting edge areas such as
artificial intelligence. Again, we may
not see the scientists in action, but
eventually we see their results in our
daily lives.

Through this bill and through the
scientific research and science edu-
cation program supported by the NSF,
we demonstrate our commitment to
advancing science and improving
science and math education not just in
theory, but in the classroom. We show
our commitment to using biology and
chemistry not only to improve our own
lives, but also to improve our under-
standing of the world around us as we
show our commitment to the next gen-
eration of Americans by assuring that
our children will enjoy the economic
prosperity that is produced by long-
term dedication to science.

Mr. Speaker, the National Science
Foundation does great work. This is an
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excellent bill, and I urge all Members
to support it.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes
to the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. PRICE).

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman
from Texas for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Speaker, I want to express my
enthusiastic support for the legislation
before us today. The National Science
Foundation is our main agency for
strengthening our country in science
and mathematics and technology, from
investing in the training of teachers in
math and science, to promoting out-
reach programs at our museums and
supporting path-breaking research at
our colleges and universities.

The impact of the National Science
Foundation is particularly evident in
my district in North Carolina. In the
last fiscal year more than 350 NSF-
sponsored grants were awarded to resi-
dents of the Research Triangle coun-
ties of North Carolina. Duke, North
Carolina and North Carolina State Uni-
versities each received more than $11
million for their researchers, and to-
gether they were awarded $44 million
for projects selected on their merits,
for their scientific excellence and for
their contribution to the national in-
terest.

The National Science Foundation, for
example, has helped fund Duke Univer-
sity research at Cape Hatteras on
North Carolina’s Outer Banks, has
helped fund new laser-scanning tech-
nology at the University of North
Carolina, and has supported a program
widening educational opportunities for
rural middle school students in con-
junction with North Carolina State
University.

I am also particularly proud that the
Advanced Technological Education
Program, a program launched through
legislation that I initiated 6 years ago,
is included in this legislation. The Ad-
vanced Technological Education Pro-
gram has allowed NSF to become more
involved with the community colleges
in our country, helping our 2-year
schools improve their science and math
and technology education programs.

ATE creates a partnership between
NSF and the community colleges simi-
lar to the one that has long been avail-
able to 4-year institutions, to develop
improved curricula and teaching meth-
ods and to upgrade this country’s ad-
vanced technology training programs,
training at the level most of our new
good jobs require.

As our country’s educational needs
continue to evolve, the role of 2-year
institutions will increase. Quick train-
ing and retooling of our work force will
be vital as we move toward a competi-
tive global economy, and the ATE pro-
gram will help ensure that our edu-
cational institutions and our students
can meet this challenge.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this legislation.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
BROWN) our distinguished ranking
member of the full committee.

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I will not take 5 minutes, but I do
wish to make a brief statement that
will hopefully supplement the already
excellent statements made by all of my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle. I
would point out that the National
Science Foundation with its programs
for support of basic research and edu-
cation and science and engineering has
long enjoyed the bipartisan support of
Congress. This bill, by providing for
continued growth will help ensure that
the Foundation can continue to fulfill
that role.

TRIBUTE TO DR. NEAL LANE

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take a moment
to recognize the contributions of the outgoing
NSF Director, Dr. Neal Lane. Dr. Lane, who
has served as director since 1993, will soon
leave to become the President’s science advi-
sor and head of the Office of Science and
Technology Policy.

During his tenure at NSF, Dr. Lane has pro-
vided strong leadership and has made note-
worthy contributions to the Foundation’s effec-
tiveness. He has worked to improve the proc-
ess by which priorities are established for
NSF’s major activities and to identify promis-
ing cross-disciplinary research programs. In
addition, he has maintained a wide ranging
portfolio of programs to strengthen science
and engineering education in the Nation’s
schools and institutions of higher education.

Dr. Lane recognized early on how the new
computer and information-driven world would
enable new ways to conduct research and
would establish new skill requirements for the
future workforce. The Knowledge and Distrib-
uted Intelligence initiative launched under his
stewardship will lead to Foundation-wide ac-
tivities focused on improving ways to discover,
collect, represent, transmit, and apply informa-
tion.

Similarly, Dr. Lane applied information tech-
nology to streamline the internal operations of
NSF itself. He led the reengineering of the
major business transactions between NSF and
the research community, replacing paper-
based processes with simpler, more efficient
electronic transactions using the Internet.
Today, more than 80 percent of all NSF fund-
ing is accomplished by electronic means.

Also, Dr. Lane is to be commended for as-
suming the role of a vocal champion for U.S.
leadership in science and engineering re-
search and for his efforts in challenging the re-
search community to see its responsibilities in
the larger context of societal values and
needs. He has encouraged scientists and en-
gineers to communicate more effectively with
the public, which will help to make science
more accessible to everyone.

Dr. Lane has left a lasting imprint at NSF,
and he will be missed. I wish him well as he
assumes his new responsibilities in the White
House for the Nation’s research and develop-
ment enterprise.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SANFORD).

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Wisconsin for
yielding this time to me.

I rise not so much in opposition to
this authorization, but frankly against
the appropriation which will come
later this week, because it seems to me
that last year on this House floor,
when the gentleman from California
(Mr. LEWIS) and the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. CLAY) offered an amend-
ment to cut $174,000 out of the bill
which at that time would have studied
the reasons people do not run for elect-
ed office, of which I assume there are
many. Basically what they are trying
to signal to the Science Foundation
was that we need a tighter grip on the
way they spend money; that when peo-
ple back home think about spending a
dollar, they really run through a lot of
priorities, and they run through a lot
of interests that they have before they
decide on actually spending that dol-
lar, and that this organization ought to
do the same. And so I rise to, in es-
sence, follow up on what they tried to
do last year in sending a message on
the importance of sharpening a pencil,
because when I look at the grants that
have come since then, and there are a
list of several that have come since
then; I look here at, as my colleagues
know, $210,000 to study ATMs, I look at
$17,000 to study interactive video-on-
demand services for popular videos, I
look at $220,000 to look at why women
smile more than men, and I guess there
are many reasons there. As my col-
leagues know, $193,000 to study collabo-
rative activity on poker, or $147,000,
and I cannot quite figure out what this
means, but to study how globalization
has transformed legal consciousness
and personal injury in Thailand, or
$334,000 to study methods for routing
pick-up and delivery vehicles in real
time, or finally, $12,000 to study cheap
talk.

I look at again a little bit more in
the way of pencil sharpening that it
seems to me that needs to be done,
that we do have a duty, if my col-
leagues will, to authorize the study of
basic sciences in this country, but we
also have a duty to watch out for the
taxpayer, and that is why later in this
week I will be offering an amendment
in the appropriations bill to tighten
the pencil a little bit because it seems
to me that some of this at minimum
could be done by the private sector.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes
to the gentlewoman from Michigan
(Ms. STABENOW).

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Speaker, it is
my pleasure today to rise in strong
support of this authorization bill for
the National Science Foundation, to
commend the Chair and ranking mem-
bers of the committee and the sub-
committee for their very, very impor-
tant work. I cannot think of a more
important subject for the Federal Gov-
ernment to be involved in than basic
research and the development of tech-
nology for the future as it relates to
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jobs, our ability to compete in a world
economy. The kinds of focuses by the
National Science Foundation are criti-
cal to the quality of life of my con-
stituents and all of the families of
America. I commend them for their
work.

Mr. Speaker, I commend universities
in my district: the Michigan State Uni-
versity efforts, University of Michigan
research efforts, that were continually
in partnership with NSF to promote
the quality of life through research
that we need to be promoting across
this country.

It is also important, as we all know,
to focus on our future scientists by
promoting quality math and science
education, encouraging both boys and
girls to be focused and to pick math
and science education as future endeav-
ors. As part of that, it is important
that we make sure our schools are
equipped with technology and the re-
search equipment that they need so
that we can excite young people about
science and involve them in the future
of math and science, and I want to par-
ticularly point out to my colleagues a
section of the bill that I think is im-
portant in making sure our schools
have that kind of equipment and the
kind of computers that they need.

b 1445

I am very pleased to commend the
committee for putting into the bill sec-
tion 206, which provides an encourage-
ment to NSF to donate surplus com-
puters and research equipment to our
schools.

I would just speak to the fact that I
have been involved in the last year and
a half in providing wiring through the
Internet. We have wired almost 50
schools in my district through volun-
teer efforts to the Internet, and we
have seen one school in my district,
Lansing Sexton High School, that has
benefited directly from this kind of a
donation from the Federal Govern-
ment. The EPA provided enough com-
puters, and very high-quality comput-
ers, to Lansing Sexton to equip an en-
tire computer lab. We now have young
people, with wiring done through our
Net Day and the computers donated
through EPA, who are able to work on
sophisticated equipment and be learn-
ing more about math and science and
technology as a result of that partner-
ship.

I would encourage NSF as we pass
this authorization to work with us to
provide that kind of equipment to our
schools as we look for ways to join to-
gether to encourage math and science
education for the future and make sure
that our children have the kind of
technology that they need in the class-
room to be prepared.

This bill is about basic research, it is
about developing technology, it is
about at the same time a focus on our
future children and developing the
skills in math and science that are so
critical. I commend the committee and
urge its adoption.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes
to the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I, too, would like to thank
the committee and as well thank Dr.
Lane for his outstanding leadership of
the National Science Foundation and
to congratulate him as he embarks on
his new opportunity as adviser to the
President on science.

I also rise in support of this bill,
which authorizes funds for the Na-
tional Science Foundation through the
year 2000. The National Science Foun-
dation provides this Nation with the
tools to remain a superpower in a
world where technology remains su-
preme. It helps develop new tech-
nologies, not only on its own, but also
through its partnerships with other
government agencies, like NASA, and
as well educational institutions and
private institutions. I am likewise
proud of my locally-based institutions,
like the University of Houston, the
Texas Medical Center, Texas Southern
University, Houston Baptist College,
the Houston Community College, Rice
University, and many, many others
that have embellished and bolstered
their own science interests and activ-
ity.

Additionally, let me acknowledge Dr.
Joshua Hill of Texas Southern Univer-
sity, who, as we speak, is conducting a
science program with high school stu-
dents.

The National Science Foundation is
largely responsible for many of the sci-
entific breakthroughs that we cur-
rently enjoy in this country. In fact,
many of our more important scientific
achievements started with either an
experiment in an NSF lab or with an
NSF grant to a university or a private
corporation.

When this bill was in markup, I am
very delighted that my colleagues
joined me as I amended this particular
legislation to provide for a provision
which asked the Federal Government
to do what it can to help educate our
children. Section 206 is a simple proc-
ess, but through this simple act it en-
courages the NSF to donate used com-
puter research equipment to needy
school children. I can assure you that
many around this country are anx-
iously waiting for this legislation to
pass so this wonderful partnership can
be established.

I feel it is a simple solution to a com-
plex problem, the underdevelopment of
our public school computer and tech-
nology infrastructure. We cannot ex-
pect our children to be prepared for the
next millennium if we do not have the
right equipment to learn on.

Mr. Speaker, trying to teach children
computer science without the benefit
of a computer is like trying to teach
English to children with the benefit of
vocabulary or books. We must do our

part to ensure that our children have
the opportunity to learn, especially in
the areas of math and science.

This year in the House Committee on
Science we have heard a myriad of tes-
timony during such hearings regarding
the undereducation of our children in
the hard sciences. In fact, it has been
disappointing that we have not gotten
our hands around that issue, and we
must, in order to be competitive, work
on getting our children to that com-
petitive level.

It has gotten to the point that the
media fails to report scientific break-
throughs, and we discussed that, not
because of lack of public interest, but
often because they feel that the gen-
eral public will not understand the sci-
entific achievement and what it means
to them. This I think is something we
cannot stand for, Mr. Speaker, and I
would hope that this Congress would
very quickly and efficiently pass this
legislation and move our children
along to the 21st Century.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak on behalf of
this bill, which authorized funds for the Na-
tional Science Foundation through the year
2000.

The National Science Foundation (NSF)
provides this Nation with the tools to remain a
superpower in a world where technology re-
mains supreme. It helps develop new tech-
nologies, not only on its own, but also through
its partnerships wit other government agen-
cies, like NASA, and with private institutions.

The NSF is largely responsible for many of
the scientific breakthroughs that we currently
enjoy in this country. In fact, many of our more
important scientific achievements stared either
with an experiment in a NSF lab, or with a
NSF grant to a university or private corpora-
tion.

When this bill was in markup, I was able to
amend it to include a provision which asks the
Federal government to do what it can to help
educate our children. In this case, through the
simple act of donating used computer and re-
search equipment to needy schoolchildren.

I feel it is a simple solution to a complex
problem, the under-development of our public
school computer and technology infrastructure.
We cannot expect our children to be prepared
for the next millennium if they do not have the
right equipment to learn on. Ladies and gen-
tlemen, trying to teach children computer
science without the benefit of a computer is
like trying to teach English to children without
books—utterly impossible.

We must do our part to ensure that our chil-
dren have the opportunity to learn, especially
in the areas of math in science. This year in
the House Science Committee, we have heard
a myriad of testimony during hearings regard-
ing the under-education of our youth in the
hard science. It has gotten to the point that
the media fails to report scientific break-
throughs, not because of lack of public inter-
est, but often because they do not feel that
the general public will understand the scientific
achievement and what it means to them. That
is shameful. If this Nation intends to remain a
world leader, we must do out part to educate
our children in the ways of the future.

Here in Congress, we have worked long
and hard to rectify this problem. We have
sought to increase funding for education. We
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have tried to provide targeted discounts to
schools and libraries so that they can get on
the Internet. Those initiatives are controversial,
but his provision is not. Its costs are low, and
its benefits high. In short, this is ‘‘good legisla-
tion’’.

I encourage you all to vote for this author-
ization, and invest in our future generations.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I have no further requests for time,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER) that the House sus-
pend the rules and concur in the Sen-
ate amendment to H.R. 1273.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the Sen-
ate amendment was concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-

er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks on the Senate amendment to
H.R. 1273.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.
f

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Thomas,
one of his secretaries.
f

TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER
COMMERCIALIZATION ACT OF 1998

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and
pass the bill (H.R. 2544) to improve the
ability of Federal agencies to license
federally owned inventions, as amend-
ed.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 2544

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Technology
Transfer Commercialization Act of 1998’’.
SEC. 2. COOPERATIVE RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-

MENT AGREEMENTS.
Section 12(b)(1) of the Stevenson-Wydler

Technology Innovation Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C.
3710a(b)(1)) is amended by inserting ‘‘or, sub-
ject to section 209 of title 35, United States
Code, may grant a license to an invention
which is federally owned, made before the
granting of the license, and directly related
to the scope of the work under the agree-
ment,’’ after ‘‘under the agreement,’’.
SEC. 3. LICENSING FEDERALLY OWNED INVEN-

TIONS.
(a) AMENDMENT.—Section 209 of title 35,

United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:
‘‘§ 209. Licensing federally owned inventions

‘‘(a) AUTHORITY.—A Federal agency may
grant an exclusive or partially exclusive li-

cense on a federally owned invention only
if—

‘‘(1) granting the license is a reasonable
and necessary incentive to—

‘‘(A) call forth the investment capital and
expenditures needed to bring the invention
to practical application; or

‘‘(B) otherwise promote the invention’s
utilization by the public;

‘‘(2) the Federal agency finds that the pub-
lic will be served by the granting of the li-
cense, as indicated by the applicant’s inten-
tions, plans, and ability to bring the inven-
tion to practical application or otherwise
promote the invention’s utilization by the
public, and that the proposed scope of exclu-
sivity is not greater than reasonably nec-
essary to provide the incentive for bringing
the invention to practical utilization, as pro-
posed by the applicant, or otherwise to pro-
mote the invention’s utilization by the pub-
lic;

‘‘(3) the applicant makes a commitment to
achieve practical utilization of the invention
within a reasonable time;

‘‘(4) granting the license will not tend to
substantially lessen competition or create or
maintain a violation of the Federal antitrust
laws; and

‘‘(5) in the case of an invention covered by
a foreign patent application or patent, the
interests of the Federal Government or
United States industry in foreign commerce
will be enhanced.

‘‘(b) MANUFACTURE IN UNITED STATES.—A
Federal agency shall normally grant a li-
cense to use or sell any federally owned in-
vention in the United States only to a li-
censee who agrees that any products em-
bodying the invention or produced through
the use of the invention will be manufac-
tured substantially in the United States.

‘‘(c) SMALL BUSINESS.—First preference for
the granting of any exclusive or partially ex-
clusive licenses under this section shall be
given to small business firms having equal or
greater likelihood as other applicants to
bring the invention to practical application
within a reasonable time.

‘‘(d) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—Licenses
granted under this section shall contain such
terms and conditions as the granting agency
considers appropriate. Such terms and condi-
tions shall include provisions—

‘‘(1) retaining a nontransferrable, irrev-
ocable, paid-up license for the Federal agen-
cy to practice the invention or have the in-
vention practiced throughout the world by
or on behalf of the Government of the United
States;

‘‘(2) requiring periodic reporting on utiliza-
tion of the invention, and utilization efforts,
by the licensee, but only to the extent nec-
essary to enable the Federal agency to deter-
mine whether the terms of the license are
being complied with; and

‘‘(3) empowering the Federal agency to ter-
minate the license in whole or in part if the
agency determines that—

‘‘(A) the licensee is not executing its com-
mitment to achieve practical utilization of
the invention, including commitments con-
tained in any plan submitted in support of
its request for a license, and the licensee
cannot otherwise demonstrate to the satis-
faction of the Federal agency that it has
taken, or can be expected to take within a
reasonable time, effective steps to achieve
practical utilization of the invention;

‘‘(B) the licensee is in breach of an agree-
ment described in subsection (b);

‘‘(C) termination is necessary to meet re-
quirements for public use specified by Fed-
eral regulations issued after the date of the
license, and such requirements are not rea-
sonably satisfied by the licensee; or

‘‘(D) the licensee has been found by a com-
petent authority to have violated the Fed-

eral antitrust laws in connection with its
performance under the license agreement.

‘‘(e) PUBLIC NOTICE.—No exclusive or par-
tially exclusive license may be granted
under this section unless public notice of the
intention to grant an exclusive or partially
exclusive license on a federally owned inven-
tion has been provided in an appropriate
manner at least 15 days before the license is
granted, and the Federal agency has consid-
ered all comments received in response to
that public notice. This subsection shall not
apply to the licensing of inventions made
under a cooperative research and develop-
ment agreement entered into under section
12 of the Stevenson-Wydler Technology Inno-
vation Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C. 3710a).

‘‘(f) BASIC BUSINESS PLAN.—A Federal
agency may grant a license on a federally
owned invention only if the person request-
ing the license has supplied to the agency a
basic business plan with development mile-
stones, commercialization milestones, or
both.

‘‘(g) NONDISCLOSURE OF CERTAIN INFORMA-
TION.—Any basic business plan, and revisions
thereto, submitted by an applicant for a li-
cense, and any report on the utilization or
utilization efforts of a licensed invention
submitted by a licensee, shall be treated by
the Federal agency as commercial and finan-
cial information obtained from a person and
not subject to disclosure under section 552 of
title 5, United States Code.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The item re-
lating to section 209 in the table of sections
for chapter 18 of title 35, United States Code,
is amended to read as follows:
‘‘209. Licensing federally owned inventions.’’.
SEC. 4. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS TO BAYH-DOLE

ACT.
Chapter 18 of title 35, United States Code

(popularly known as the ‘‘Bayh-Dole Act’’),
is amended—

(1) by amending section 202(e) to read as
follows:

‘‘(e) In any case when a Federal employee
is a coinventor of any invention made under
a funding agreement with a nonprofit organi-
zation or small business firm, the Federal
agency employing such coinventor may, for
the purpose of consolidating rights in the in-
vention—

‘‘(1) license or assign whatever rights it
may acquire in the subject invention from
its employee to the nonprofit organization or
small business firm; or

‘‘(2) acquire any rights in the subject in-
vention, but only to the extent the party
from whom the rights are acquired volun-
tarily enters into the transaction.’’; and

(2) in section 207(a)—
(A) by striking ‘‘patent applications, pat-

ents, or other forms of protection obtained’’
and inserting ‘‘inventions’’ in paragraph (2);
and

(B) by inserting ‘‘, including acquiring
rights for the Federal Government in any in-
vention, but only to the extent the party
from whom the rights are acquired volun-
tarily enters into the transaction, to facili-
tate the licensing of a federally owned inven-
tion’’ after ‘‘or through contract’’ in para-
graph (3).
SEC. 5. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS TO THE STE-

VENSON-WYDLER TECHNOLOGY IN-
NOVATION ACT OF 1980.

Section 14(a)(1) of the Stevenson-Wydler
Technology Innovation Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C.
3710c(a)(1)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A)(i), by inserting ‘‘, if
the inventor’s or coinventor’s rights are as-
signed to the United States’’ after ‘‘inventor
or coinventors’’; and

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘suc-
ceeding fiscal year’’ and inserting ‘‘2 suc-
ceeding fiscal years’’.
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SEC. 6. REVIEW OF COOPERATIVE RESEARCH

AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
PROCEDURES.

(a) REVIEW.—The Director of the Office of
Science and Technology Policy, in consulta-
tion with relevant Federal agencies, national
laboratories, and any other person the Direc-
tor considers appropriate, shall review the
general policies and procedures used by Fed-
eral agencies to gather and consider the
views of other agencies on—

(1) joint work statements under section
12(c)(5)(C) or (D) of the Stevenson-Wydler
Technology Innovation Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C.
3710a(c)(5)(C) or (D)); or

(2) in the case of laboratories described in
section 12(d)(2)(A) of the Stevenson-Wydler
Technology Innovation Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C.
3710a(d)(2)(A)), cooperative research and de-
velopment agreements under such section 12,
with respect to major proposed cooperative
research and development agreements that
involve critical national security technology
or may have a significant impact on domes-
tic or international competitiveness.

(b) PROCEDURES.—Within one year after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Direc-
tor of the Office of Science and Technology
Policy, in consultation with relevant Federal
agencies and national laboratories, shall—

(1) determine the adequacy of existing pro-
cedures and methods for interagency coordi-
nation and awareness; and

(2) establish and distribute to appropriate
Federal agencies—

(A) specific criteria to indicate the neces-
sity for gathering and considering the views
of other agencies on joint work statements
or cooperative research and development
agreements as described in subsection (a);
and

(B) additional procedures, if any, for carry-
ing out such gathering and considering of
agency views.
Procedures established under this subsection
shall be designed to the extent possible to
use or modify existing procedures, to mini-
mize burdens on Federal agencies, to encour-
age industrial partnerships with national
laboratories, and to minimize delay in the
approval or disapproval of joint work state-
ments and cooperative research and develop-
ment agreements.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
BARCIA) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER).

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. SENSENBRENNER asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, in the past two decades, Congress
has established a system to transfer
unclassified technology from our Fed-
eral laboratories to the private sector
in order to facilitate its commer-
cialization. This system is designed to
ensure U.S. citizens receive the full
benefit from our government’s invest-
ment in research and development.

To help further these goals, the Com-
mittee on Science first reported the
Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innova-
tion Act of 1980. The committee ex-
panded on that landmark legislation
with the passage of the Federal Tech-
nology Transfer Act of 1986, the Na-
tional Competitive Technology Trans-

fer Act of 1989, the American Tech-
nology Preeminence Act of 1991 and the
National Technology Transfer and Ad-
vancement Act of 1995, among others.

Technology transfer has resulted in
products which are currently being
used to enhance our quality of life. Ex-
amples include the AIDS home testing
kit, the global positioning system nau-
tical navigation, and new materials
technology to make automobiles light-
er and more fuel-efficient.

H.R. 2544 continues the Committee
on Science’s long and rich history of
advancing technology transfer to help
boost our Nation’s standard of living. I
congratulate the Chair of the Sub-
committee on Technology, the gentle-
woman from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA),
for introducing H.R. 2544, and for her
efforts to work cooperatively with
members of the minority and the ad-
ministration to craft this bipartisan
bill.

I would also like to acknowledge and
congratulate the hard work of the
ranking Members from the Committee
on Science and Subcommittee on Tech-
nology, the gentleman from California
(Mr. BROWN) and the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. BARCIA) on this impor-
tant legislation. Its drafting and pas-
sage by the Committee on Science
could not have occurred without their
considerable input and assistance.

The purpose of H.R. 2544 as reported
is to promote the transfer and private
sector commercialization of the tech-
nology created in our Nation’s system
of over 700 Federal laboratories, there-
by leveraging Federal investment in
scientific research through increasing
collaboration with the private indus-
try.

Specifically, the bill improves and
streamlines the ability of Federal
agencies to license federally-owned in-
ventions. H.R. 2544 does this by reduc-
ing procedural obstacles and, to the
greatest extent possible, the uncer-
tainty involved in the licensing of gov-
ernment-owned patented inventions.

During the Committee on Science’s
hearing on this bill, the committee re-
ceived testimony from both past and
prospective private industry partners
regarding their concerns about current
Federal technology licensing processes.

Witnesses indicated that the strate-
gic advantage of acquiring intellectual
property rights through a cooperative
research and development agreement,
called CRADA for short, and/or the li-
censing of government-owned tech-
nology, are, unfortunately, offset by
the delays and uncertainty often asso-
ciated with the lengthy Federal tech-
nology transfer process, which is often
out of sync with private sector timing.
In addition to the uncertainty of actu-
ally being granted the license, these
procedural barriers increase trans-
action costs and delay commercializa-
tion.

The present regulations also make it
difficult for government-owned and
government-operated laboratories, or
GOGO for short, to bring existing sci-

entific inventions into a CRADA, even
when inclusion would create a more
complete technology package.

By reducing the delay and uncer-
tainty imposed by existing procedural
barriers and thus lowering trans-
actional costs associated with the li-
censing of technology transferred from
the Federal laboratories, Federal agen-
cies could greatly increase participa-
tion by the private sector in their tech-
nology transfer programs.

H.R. 2544 does just that. Its approach
will expedite the commercialization of
government-owned inventions and re-
duce the costs to the American tax-
payer for the development of new tech-
nology-based products.

Through H.R. 2544, Federal agencies
are provided with two important new
tools for effectively commercializing
on-the-shelf government-owned inven-
tions: First, revised authorities under
section 209 of the Bayh-Dole Act; and,
second, the ability to license tech-
nology as part of a CRADA. Both
mechanisms make Federal technology
transfer programs much more attrac-
tive to U.S. private industries that
seek to form partnerships with the
Federal laboratories.

The committee reported H.R. 2544 by
voice vote. The bill was subsequently
discharged by the Committee on the
Judiciary, to which it was sequentially
referred. I appreciate the cooperation
of the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE) and the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CONYERS), for their assistance
in bringing H.R. 2544 to the floor.

This bill is yet another important
step in refining our Nation’s tech-
nology transfer laws to remove exist-
ing impediments to advance govern-
ment and industry collaboration, and I
urge its adoption.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would first begin by
thanking the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Chairman SENSENBRENNER) and, of
course, the ranking member the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BROWN) for
bringing H.R. 2544, the Technology
Transfer Commercialization Act, to the
floor. I would like to especially thank
the bill’s chief sponsor, the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Technology,
the gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs.
MORELLA), for her continued leadership
on this and other important tech-
nology matters.

The goal of H.R. 2544 is to make sure
that those innovations owned by our
Federal labs and with commercial po-
tential enter the marketplace as quick-
ly and efficiently as possible. However,
the bill also includes important protec-
tions that the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. COOK) and I introduced during our
Subcommittee on Technology markup
to promote fairness of opportunity, to
increase due diligence on the part of li-
censes, and to encourage the creation
of American jobs.
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The bill relaxes general notice re-

quirements, but requires public notice
when it matters most, when the grant-
ing of an exclusive license to a Federal
invention is contemplated. Giving no-
tice in advance of awarding an exclu-
sive license is essential to ensure that
the public gets full benefit from its re-
search investment. This will make sure
that every American company, no mat-
ter how small, has a chance to make
its case for a license before exclusive
rights are awarded. Without these pro-
tections, important innovations can in-
advertently be blocked. Companies,
often small businesses previously un-
known to Federal laboratories, have re-
sponded to these public notices with
revolutionary ideas that would other-
wise have been lost.

b 1500

The National Institutes of Health
first learned of companies with the ca-
pability to turn NIH innovations into a
cystic fibrosis gene therapy and a cer-
vical cancer vaccine through public no-
tices of the intent to grant exclusive li-
censes to someone else. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture uncovered impor-
tant applications of its research, in-
cluding a novel egg immunization tech-
nology and a way to take formaldehyde
out of permanent press fabrics which
could have been blocked without public
notice.

Time and time again, public notice of
the intent to grant exclusive licenses
has produced dramatic results. The
gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs.
MORELLA), the chairperson of the sub-
committee, was absolutely right in
pointing out to the committee that
publication in the Federal Register is
probably no longer the most effective
method of public notice in an Internet
age. Agencies need to make use of a va-
riety of modern communication tech-
niques such as electronic mailing lists,
the Internet, and web pages. We en-
courage agencies to think creatively,
to devise plans for reaching more peo-
ple during shorter periods of public no-
tice, and to pass the time savings on to
their potential private sector partners.

Further, as our private sector is ulti-
mately driven by small business, the li-
censing of Federal inventions may well
be our most successful and cost-effec-
tive program to aid these smaller
firms. In fact, the Department of De-
fense grants 61 percent of its exclusive
licenses to small businesses, NIST
grants 80 percent of licenses to small
businesses, and NASA grants 93 percent
of its licenses to small businesses. This
bill ensures that small businesses will
continue to be the focus of technology
transfer initiatives far into the future.

Finally, this bill is geared toward
American jobs. Federal licensees are
expected to do high quality research
and establish manufacturing jobs right
here in the United States of America.
In the 1980s, our committee showed
wisdom in requiring a fair share of the
jobs coming out of Federal innovations
be located in the U.S. This bill will

continue this important principle into
the next century.

Mr. Speaker, the Subcommittee on
Technology, under the leadership of
the gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs.
MORELLA) and our distinguished chair-
man, the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. SENSENBRENNER), as well as our
distinguished Ranking Member, the
gentleman from California (Mr. BROWN)
have, in a bipartisan manner, invested
a large amount of time and energy in
gathering the information necessary to
perfect this legislation. I strongly urge
my colleagues to support this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. COOK).

Mr. COOK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
2544, the Technology Transfer Commer-
cialization Act of 1998. First, I would
like to commend our chairman, the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER); the subcommittee chair-
woman, the gentlewoman from Mary-
land (Mrs. MORELLA); and the ranking
members of both committees, for their
commitment and leadership on this
legislation.

H.R. 2544 will improve the laws pro-
moting technology transfer from our
Nation’s Federal laboratories. It will
facilitate Federal technology licensing
by streamlining the process and elimi-
nating burdensome procedural hurdles
for American businesses.

As a businessman I know the impor-
tance of keeping up with technology
and the necessity of constantly inno-
vating and initiating new ideas in
order to remain competitive. I also un-
derstand how difficult it is to interact
with the government. I am pleased that
the committee accepted my pro-busi-
ness amendments that further knock
down some of the obstacles and con-
cerns of industry when they seek to li-
cense technology from our Federal lab-
oratories.

H.R. 2544 will bolster America’s abil-
ity to compete internationally and will
help our economy reap the fruits of
taxpayer-funded Federal technology re-
search.

I thank the chairman again for his
support of this legislation, and I urge
my colleagues to vote for this bill.

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 31⁄2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BROWN),
ranking member of the House Commit-
tee on Science.

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Speaker, over the last 20 years
we have seen a complete change in at-
titude regarding technology transfer,
and it has been a change for the better.
In 1979 and in 1980, the House Commit-
tee on Science and Technology, work-

ing with some far-thinking individuals
in the Carter administration, the uni-
versity community and the private sec-
tor, came up with a holistic method of
thinking about innovation in this
country and the legislation necessary
to back it up.

I am proud to have been a part of the
bipartisan group of legislators who
guided these bills, the Bayh-Dole Act
and the Stevenson-Wydler Act, to en-
actment and who later worked with the
Reagan administration to broaden
their scope by extending the Bayh-Dole
Act to government-owned, contractor-
operated laboratories and by adding
the concept of cooperative research and
development agreements to the Ste-
venson-Wydler Act.

When I say bipartisan, my colleagues
will all recognize that Senator Bayh
was a leading Democratic Senator from
Indiana, and Senator Dole of course
was the later-to-be Republican leader
and candidate for President. Of the
Stevenson-Wydler Act, Senator Ste-
venson was the junior Senator from Il-
linois at that time, and Mr. Wydler was
the Ranking Member of the Committee
on Science, which I am today, so I am
following in his great footsteps. But
the point that I am trying to make
here is that we unabashedly worked to-
gether on a bipartisan basis to enact
this type of legislation which was
aimed at reaping greater benefits from
our investments in research and devel-
opment in this country, and these pro-
grams have succeeded.

I should point out that the founda-
tion for most of our current advanced
technology programs was contained in
the 1988 Trade Act, perhaps an odd
place for it to be, but it was a separate
title of that trade act which was signed
into law by President Reagan and
which has given us some of the new
and, unfortunately, at times, con-
troversial programs which have contin-
ued to help ensure our leadership in the
world in terms of continually improv-
ing our market share in high tech-
nology products of all kinds.

What were revolutionary ideas in the
1980 and 1986 bills are now the heart of
our Federal laboratory policy. These
ideas have been so successful that prac-
tice in some ways has outgrown the
original statute. Rather than having
thousands of Federal inventions going
unused, we now see intense competi-
tion in the private sector for the best
ideas and need to ensure fairness of op-
portunity in selecting the most appro-
priate licensees, and this is what the
legislation before us attempts to en-
courage. Instead of Federal researchers
meeting their colleagues from outside
the government only in professional
meetings, we now have a culture of co-
operative research involving Federal
labs and universities in the private sec-
tor.

Mr. Speaker, this is an important,
well-thought-out bill. I urge my col-
leagues to support it.

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).
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(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked

and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Illinois for his kindness and his leader-
ship; the ranking member, the chair-
man and the committee for their work.

This is an exciting piece of legisla-
tion, and I am delighted to rise to sup-
port the Technology Transfer Commer-
cialization Act of 1997. I certainly
think Senators Bayh and Dole were in-
novative in 1980 when their act was
first implemented, because it revolu-
tionized the way we handle patents
arising from Federal research. Until
their legislation passed, the Federal
Government retained title to all pat-
ents arising from Federal research and
granted only nonexclusive licenses to
private parties. This left no room for
competitive advantages and what we
wound up with was these 20,000 Federal
inventions sitting in laboratories,
underutilized and unused.

As a result of the Bayh-Dole policy,
current policy is to get these inven-
tions out to the private sector, either
by licensing government-developed
technology or by letting a university
or company who made the invention
with Federal funds have the patent
outright. Out of that we have gotten
new medicines and materials and proc-
esses, and ideas for products are flow-
ing.

However, I believe as we move into
the information age, we can do better.
We have learned a lot about licensing
since 1980, and therefore, I think it is
crucial that this new amendment and
legislation conforms our patent poli-
cies to our new sensibilities. It takes
lessons learned over these 18 years as
well as the legitimate concerns of li-
censees, and streamlining our patent-
ing and licensing procedures to reflect
21st century realities.

What I really like about it is this is
a real dynamic opportunity for our
small businesses. This is a job creation
bill, for the small businesses now will
have the first crack, as they have in
the past, but they will have a real op-
portunity for the licenses and a sub-
stantial portion of the jobs arising
from commercializing Federal inven-
tions will have to be located right here
in the United States. I think it is a
match made in heaven.

The small business preference works,
because there are so many innovative
technological firms that are small
businesses and, in fact, generate a lot
of jobs. This helps them to get right to
the source of opportunity and to create
more jobs and to create high tech-
nology. In fact, I understand that over
90 percent of NASA’s licenses typically
go to small businesses, many of which
reside in my community.

H.R. 2544 also carefully devices ways
to make sure that the ideas of all com-
panies with an interest in commer-
cializing an invention are considered
before rights are awarded. H.R. 2544
also makes crucial adjustments to

CRADA, a process by which companies
can do joint research with the Federal
laboratories. Again, here is another op-
portunity where there is joint ventur-
ing and partnerships between our Fed-
eral laboratories.

Mr. Speaker, as I said earlier, this is
a bill for the 21st century. I am very
proud to support this bill as well as on
behalf of our small businesses in Amer-
ica, and technology.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 2544,
the Technology Transfer Commercialization
Act of 1997. This bill is important to me for a
number of reasons. It strengthens a program
of great importance to small business, and it
is key to helping U.S. companies harvest the
bountiful ideas of Federal laboratories.

This bill amends the Bayh-Dole Act of 1980,
which revolutionized the way we handle pat-
ents arising from Federal research. Until Bayh-
Dole passed, the Federal government retained
title to all the patents arising from Federal re-
search and granted only non-exclusive li-
censes to private parties. This policy left no
room for competitive advantages and led to
20,000 Federal inventions sitting in labora-
tories underutilized and unused.

As a result of Bayh-Dole, current policy is to
get these inventions out to the private sector
either by licensing government-developed
technology, or by letting the university or com-
pany who made the invention with Federal
funds have the patent outright. New medi-
cines, materials, processes, and ideas for
products are flowing from the government to
the private sector as never before.

But we can do better. We have learned
much about licensing since 1980. Businesses
have also changed dramatically in this period.
Product marketing and quality is much better
now. There has been a communications revo-
lution and business decisions must be made
very quickly. Today’s high-technology busi-
nesses simply do not have the time to
produce mounds of paperwork and wait
months to license a Federal invention.

H.R. 2544 conforms our patent policies to
our new sensibilities. It takes the lessons
learned over these 18 years as well as the le-
gitimate concerns of licensees, and stream-
lines our patent licensing procedures to reflect
21st century realities.

This bill also preserves what is good about
Bayh-Dole. Small businesses still will have
first crack at the licenses, and a substantial
portion of the jobs arising from commercializ-
ing Federal inventions will have to be located
right here in the United States. This is a small
business preference that works. I understand
that over 90% of NASA’s licenses typically go
to small businesses, many of which reside in
my district. H.R. 2544 also carefully devises
ways to make sure that the ideas of all com-
panies with an interest in commercializing an
invention are considered before rights are
awarded.

H.R. 2544 also makes crucial adjustments
to the CRADA process by which companies
can do joint research with the Federal labora-
tories. It retains all of the provisions which per-
mit small businesses easy access to federal
laboratories, but it also sets up a careful re-
view of those CRADAs that are large enough
or prominent enough to raise national security,
antitrust, or international competitiveness
issues.

Mr. Speaker, this bill represents hard and
fruitful work on the part of my colleagues from

both sides of the aisle, and from the Adminis-
tration. I urge all of you to support this impor-
tant legislation. Thank you.

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, having no
additional speakers on our side, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, for nearly two
decades, Congress and the Science Commit-
tee has encouraged the transfer to United
States private industry of unclassified tech-
nology created in our federal laboratories.

As a result of these technology transfer
laws, the ability of the United States to com-
pete globally has been strengthened and a
new paradigm for greater collaboration among
the scientific enterprises that conduct our Na-
tion’s research and development—govern-
ment, industry, and universities—has been de-
veloped. By permitting effective collaboration
between our Federal laboratories and private
industry, new technologies can be rapidly
commercialized.

Federal technology transfer stimulates the
American economy, enhances the competitive
position of United States industry internation-
ally, and promotes the development and use
of new technologies developed under taxpayer
funded research so those innovations are in-
corporated rapidly and effectively into practice
to the benefit of the American public.

Our Federal laboratories have long been
considered one of our greatest scientific re-
search and development resources, employing
one of every six scientists in the country and
encompassing one-fifth of the country’s lab-
oratory and equipment capabilities. Effectively
capturing this wealth of ideas and technology
from our federal laboratories, through the
transfer to private industry for commercializa-
tion, has helped to bolster our Nation’s ability
to compete in the global marketplace.

Given the importance and benefits of tech-
nology transfer, the Technology Subcommittee
has continued to refine the technology transfer
process to facilitate greater government, uni-
versity, and industry collaboration. In the past
Congress, we enhanced and simplified the
process for Cooperative Research and Devel-
opment Agreements through a bill which I in-
troduced, the National Technology Transfer
and Advancement Act (P.L. 104–113).

With the Technology Transfer Commer-
cialization Act, we have now attempted to re-
move the obstacles to effectively license fed-
erally-owned inventions which are created in
government-owned, government-operated lab-
oratories, by adopting the successful Bayh-
Dole Act as a framework.

Under the bill, agencies would be provided
with two important new tools for effectively
commercializing on-the-shelf federally owned
technologies—either licensing them as stand-
alone inventions, under the bill’s revised au-
thorities of Section 209 of the Bayh-Dole Act,
or by including them as part of a larger pack-
age under a Cooperative Research and Devel-
opment Agreement. In doing so, this will make
both mechanisms much more attractive to
United States companies that are striving to
form partnerships with federal laboratories.

In the Technology Subcommittee’s two leg-
islative hearings on H.R. 2544, witnesses en-
thusiastically endorsed the bill’s intent to
streamline technology licensing to make it
more effective. We heard from the Administra-
tion, large corporations, small businesses, fed-
eral laboratories, and technology transfer or-
ganizations, among others, that the bill will
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substantially improve the process of licensing
federal technology for commercial applications
and make it more attractive for industry to
partner with government.

The bill before us represents a bipartisan
consensus. I am pleased that we have worked
closely with the members of the Minority in re-
vising the bill since it was originally introduced.
I would also like to thank the Chairman and
Ranking Member of the Science Committee,
Mr. SENSENBRENNER and Mr. BROWN, as well
as the Ranking Member of the Technology
Subcommittee, Mr. BARCIA, for their support of
H.R. 2544.

I look forward to working with them and my
Senate counterparts to have this bill signed
into law before the conclusion of the 105th
Congress. I urge all of my colleagues to pass
this important measure.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
2544, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks on H.R. 2544, the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

f

HOMEOWNERS PROTECTION ACT
OF 1998

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the Senate
bill (S. 318) to require automatic can-
cellation and notice of cancellation
rights with respect to private mortgage
insurance which is required as a condi-
tion for entering into a residential
mortgage transaction, to abolish the
Thrift Depositor Protection Oversight
Board, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
S. 318

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Homeowners Protection Act of 1998’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Definitions.
Sec. 3. Termination of private mortgage in-

surance.
Sec. 4. Disclosure requirements.
Sec. 5. Notification upon cancellation or

termination.

Sec. 6. Disclosure requirements for lender
paid mortgage insurance.

Sec. 7. Fees for disclosures.
Sec. 8. Civil liability.
Sec. 9. Effect on other laws and agreements.
Sec. 10. Enforcement.
Sec. 11. Construction
Sec. 12. Effective date.
Sec. 13. Abolishment of the Thrift Depositor

Protection Oversight Board.
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act, the following definitions shall
apply:

(1) ADJUSTABLE RATE MORTGAGE.—The term
‘‘adjustable rate mortgage’’ means a residen-
tial mortgage that has an interest rate that
is subject to change.

(2) CANCELLATION DATE.—The term ‘‘can-
cellation date’’ means—

(A) with respect to a fixed rate mortgage,
at the option of the mortgagor, the date on
which the principal balance of the mort-
gage—

(i) based solely on the initial amortization
schedule for that mortgage, and irrespective
of the outstanding balance for that mortgage
on that date, is first scheduled to reach 80
percent of the original value of the property
securing the loan; or

(ii) based solely on actual payments,
reaches 80 percent of the original value of
the property securing the loan; and

(B) with respect to an adjustable rate
mortgage, at the option of the mortgagor,
the date on which the principal balance of
the mortgage—

(i) based solely on amortization schedules
for that mortgage, and irrespective of the
outstanding balance for that mortgage on
that date, is first scheduled to reach 80 per-
cent of the original value of the property se-
curing the loan; or

(ii) based solely on actual payments, first
reaches 80 percent of the original value of
the property securing the loan.

(3) FIXED RATE MORTGAGE.—The term
‘‘fixed rate mortgage’’ means a residential
mortgage that has an interest rate that is
not subject to change.

(4) GOOD PAYMENT HISTORY.—The term
‘‘good payment history’’ means, with respect
to a mortgagor, that the mortgagor has
not—

(A) made a mortgage payment that was 60
days or longer past due during the 12-month
period beginning 24 months before the date
on which the mortgage reaches the cancella-
tion date; or

(B) made a mortgage payment that was 30
days or longer past due during the 12-month
period preceding the date on which the mort-
gage reaches the cancellation date.

(5) INITIAL AMORTIZATION SCHEDULE.—The
term ‘‘initial amortization schedule’’ means
a schedule established at the time at which
a residential mortgage transaction is con-
summated with respect to a fixed rate mort-
gage, showing—

(A) the amount of principal and interest
that is due at regular intervals to retire the
principal balance and accrued interest over
the amortization period of the loan; and

(B) the unpaid principal balance of the loan
after each scheduled payment is made.

(6) MORTGAGE INSURANCE.—The term
‘‘mortgage insurance’’ means insurance, in-
cluding any mortgage guaranty insurance,
against the nonpayment of, or default on, an
individual mortgage or loan involved in a
residential mortgage transaction.

(7) MORTGAGE INSURER.—The term ‘‘mort-
gage insurer’’ means a provider of private
mortgage insurance, as described in this Act,
that is authorized to transact such business
in the State in which the provider is
transacting such business.

(8) MORTGAGEE.—The term ‘‘mortgagee’’
means the holder of a residential mortgage

at the time at which that mortgage trans-
action is consummated.

(9) MORTGAGOR.—The term ‘‘mortgagor’’
means the original borrower under a residen-
tial mortgage or his or her successors or as-
signees.

(10) ORIGINAL VALUE.—The term ‘‘original
value’’, with respect to a residential mort-
gage, means the lesser of the sales price of
the property securing the mortgage, as re-
flected in the contract, or the appraised
value at the time at which the subject resi-
dential mortgage transaction was con-
summated.

(11) PRIVATE MORTGAGE INSURANCE.—The
term ‘‘private mortgage insurance’’ means
mortgage insurance other than mortgage in-
surance made available under the National
Housing Act, title 38 of the United States
Code, or title V of the Housing Act of 1949.

(12) RESIDENTIAL MORTGAGE.—The term
‘‘residential mortgage’’ means a mortgage,
loan, or other evidence of a security interest
created with respect to a single-family
dwelling that is the primary residence of the
mortgagor.

(13) RESIDENTIAL MORTGAGE TRANSACTION.—
The term ‘‘residential mortgage trans-
action’’ means a transaction consummated
on or after the date that is 1 year after the
date of enactment of this Act, in which a
mortgage, deed of trust, purchase money se-
curity interest arising under an installment
sales contract, or equivalent consensual se-
curity interest is created or retained against
a single-family dwelling that is the primary
residence of the mortgagor to finance the ac-
quisition, initial construction, or refinanc-
ing of that dwelling.

(14) SERVICER.—The term ‘‘servicer’’ has
the same meaning as in section 6(i)(2) of the
Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act of
1974, with respect to a residential mortgage.

(15) SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING.—The term
‘‘single-family dwelling’’ means a residence
consisting of 1 family dwelling unit.

(16) TERMINATION DATE.—The term ‘‘termi-
nation date’’ means—

(A) with respect to a fixed rate mortgage,
the date on which the principal balance of
the mortgage, based solely on the initial am-
ortization schedule for that mortgage, and
irrespective of the outstanding balance for
that mortgage on that date, is first sched-
uled to reach 78 percent of the original value
of the property securing the loan; and

(B) with respect to an adjustable rate
mortgage, the date on which the principal
balance of the mortgage, based solely on am-
ortization schedules for that mortgage, and
irrespective of the outstanding balance for
that mortgage on that date, is first sched-
uled to reach 78 percent of the original value
of the property securing the loan.
SEC. 3. TERMINATION OF PRIVATE MORTGAGE

INSURANCE.

(a) BORROWER CANCELLATION.—A require-
ment for private mortgage insurance in con-
nection with a residential mortgage trans-
action shall be canceled on the cancellation
date, if the mortgagor—

(1) submits a request in writing to the
servicer that cancellation be initiated;

(2) has a good payment history with re-
spect to the residential mortgage; and

(3) has satisfied any requirement of the
holder of the mortgage (as of the date of a
request under paragraph (1)) for—

(A) evidence (of a type established in ad-
vance and made known to the mortgagor by
the servicer promptly upon receipt of a re-
quest under paragraph (1)) that the value of
the property securing the mortgage has not
declined below the original value of the prop-
erty; and

(B) certification that the equity of the
mortgagor in the residence securing the
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mortgage is unencumbered by a subordinate
lien.

(b) AUTOMATIC TERMINATION.—A require-
ment for private mortgage insurance in con-
nection with a residential mortgage trans-
action shall terminate with respect to pay-
ments for that mortgage insurance made by
the mortgagor—

(1) on the termination date if, on that date,
the mortgagor is current on the payments
required by the terms of the residential
mortgage transaction; or

(2) on the date after the termination date
on which the mortgagor becomes current on
the payments required by the terms of the
residential mortgage transaction.

(c) FINAL TERMINATION.—If a requirement
for private mortgage insurance is not other-
wise canceled or terminated in accordance
with subsection (a) or (b), in no case may
such a requirement be imposed beyond the
first day of the month immediately follow-
ing the date that is the midpoint of the am-
ortization period of the loan if the mortga-
gor is current on the payments required by
the terms of the mortgage.

(d) NO FURTHER PAYMENTS.—No payments
or premiums may be required from the mort-
gagor in connection with a private mortgage
insurance requirement terminated or can-
celed under this section—

(1) in the case of cancellation under sub-
section (a), more than 30 days after the later
of—

(A) the date on which a request under sub-
section (a)(1) is received; or

(B) the date on which the mortgagor satis-
fies any evidence and certification require-
ments under subsection (a)(3);

(2) in the case of termination under sub-
section (b), more than 30 days after the ter-
mination date or the date referred to in sub-
section (b)(2), as applicable; and

(3) in the case of termination under sub-
section (c), more than 30 days after the final
termination date established under that sub-
section.

(e) RETURN OF UNEARNED PREMIUMS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 45 days

after the termination or cancellation of a
private mortgage insurance requirement
under this section, all unearned premiums
for private mortgage insurance shall be re-
turned to the mortgagor by the servicer.

(2) TRANSFER OF FUNDS TO SERVICER.—Not
later than 30 days after notification by the
servicer of termination or cancellation of
private mortgage insurance under this Act
with respect to a mortgagor, a mortgage in-
surer that is in possession of any unearned
premiums of that mortgagor shall transfer
to the servicer of the subject mortgage an
amount equal to the amount of the unearned
premiums for repayment in accordance with
paragraph (1).

(f) EXCEPTIONS FOR HIGH RISK LOANS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The termination and can-

cellation provisions in subsections (a) and (b)
do not apply to any residential mortgage or
mortgage transaction that, at the time at
which the residential mortgage transaction
is consummated, has high risks associated
with the extension of the loan—

(A) as determined in accordance with
guidelines published by the Federal National
Mortgage Association and the Federal Home
Loan Mortgage Corporation, in the case of a
mortgage loan with an original principal bal-
ance that does not exceed the applicable an-
nual conforming loan limit for the secondary
market established pursuant to section
305(a)(2) of the Federal Home Loan Mortgage
Corporation Act, so as to require the imposi-
tion or continuation of a private mortgage
insurance requirement beyond the terms
specified in subsection (a) or (b) of section 3;
or

(B) as determined by the mortgagee in the
case of any other mortgage, except that ter-
mination shall occur—

(i) with respect to a fixed rate mortgage,
on the date on which the principal balance of
the mortgage, based solely on the initial am-
ortization schedule for that mortgage, and
irrespective of the outstanding balance for
that mortgage on that date, is first sched-
uled to reach 77 percent of the original value
of the property securing the loan; and

(ii) with respect to an adjustable rate
mortgage, on the date on which the principal
balance of the mortgage, based solely on am-
ortization schedules for that mortgage, and
irrespective of the outstanding balance for
that mortgage on that date, is first sched-
uled to reach 77 percent of the original value
of the property securing the loan.

(2) TERMINATION AT MIDPOINT.—A private
mortgage insurance requirement in connec-
tion with a residential mortgage or mort-
gage transaction described in paragraph (1)
shall terminate in accordance with sub-
section (c).

(3) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this
subsection may be construed to require a
mortgage or mortgage transaction described
in paragraph (1)(A) to be purchased by the
Federal National Mortgage Association or
the Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corpora-
tion.

(4) GAO REPORT.—Not later than 2 years
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Comptroller General of the United States
shall submit to the Congress a report de-
scribing the volume and characteristics of
residential mortgages and residential mort-
gage transactions that, pursuant to para-
graph (1) of this subsection, are exempt from
the application of subsections (a) and (b).
The report shall—

(A) determine the number or volume of
such mortgages and transactions compared
to residential mortgages and residential
mortgage transactions that are not classified
as high-risk for purposes of paragraph (1);
and

(B) identify the characteristics of such
mortgages and transactions that result in
their classification (for purposes of para-
graph (1)) as having high risks associated
with the extension of the loan and describe
such characteristics, including—

(i) the income levels and races of the mort-
gagors involved;

(ii) the amount of the downpayments in-
volved and the downpayments expressed as
percentages of the acquisition costs of the
properties involved;

(iii) the types and locations of the prop-
erties involved;

(iv) the mortgage principal amounts; and
(v) any other characteristics of such mort-

gages and transactions that may contribute
to their classification as high risk for pur-
poses of paragraph (1), including whether
such mortgages are purchase-money mort-
gages or refinancings and whether and to
what extent such loans are low-documenta-
tion loans.
SEC. 4. DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS.

(a) DISCLOSURES FOR NEW MORTGAGES AT
TIME OF TRANSACTION.—

(1) DISCLOSURES FOR NON-EXEMPTED TRANS-
ACTIONS.—In any case in which private mort-
gage insurance is required in connection
with a residential mortgage or mortgage
transaction (other than a mortgage or mort-
gage transaction described in section 3(f)(1)),
at the time at which the transaction is con-
summated, the mortgagee shall provide to
the mortgagor—

(A) if the transaction relates to a fixed
rate mortgage—

(i) a written initial amortization schedule;
and

(ii) written notice—
(I) that the mortgagor may cancel the re-

quirement in accordance with section 3(a) of
this Act indicating the date on which the

mortgagor may request cancellation, based
solely on the initial amortization schedule;

(II) that the mortgagor may request can-
cellation in accordance with section 3(a) of
this Act earlier than provided for in the ini-
tial amortization schedule, based on actual
payments;

(III) that the requirement for private mort-
gage insurance will automatically terminate
on the termination date in accordance with
section 3(b) of this Act, and what that termi-
nation date is with respect to that mortgage;
and

(IV) that there are exemptions to the right
to cancellation and automatic termination
of a requirement for private mortgage insur-
ance in accordance with section 3(f) of this
Act, and whether such an exemption applies
at that time to that transaction; and

(B) if the transaction relates to an adjust-
able rate mortgage, a written notice that—

(i) the mortgagor may cancel the require-
ment in accordance with section 3(a) of this
Act on the cancellation date, and that the
servicer will notify the mortgagor when the
cancellation date is reached;

(ii) the requirement for private mortgage
insurance will automatically terminate on
the termination date, and that on the termi-
nation date, the mortgagor will be notified
of the termination or that the requirement
will be terminated as soon as the mortgagor
is current on loan payments; and

(iii) there are exemptions to the right of
cancellation and automatic termination of a
requirement for private mortgage insurance
in accordance with section 3(f) of this Act,
and whether such an exemption applies at
that time to that transaction.

(2) DISCLOSURES FOR EXCEPTED TRANS-
ACTIONS.—In the case of a mortgage or mort-
gage transaction described in section 3(f)(1),
at the time at which the transaction is con-
summated, the mortgagee shall provide writ-
ten notice to the mortgagor that in no case
may private mortgage insurance be required
beyond the date that is the midpoint of the
amortization period of the loan, if the mort-
gagor is current on payments required by the
terms of the residential mortgage.

(3) ANNUAL DISCLOSURES.—If private mort-
gage insurance is required in connection
with a residential mortgage transaction, the
servicer shall disclose to the mortgagor in
each such transaction in an annual written
statement—

(A) the rights of the mortgagor under this
Act to cancellation or termination of the
private mortgage insurance requirement;
and

(B) an address and telephone number that
the mortgagor may use to contact the
servicer to determine whether the mortgagor
may cancel the private mortgage insurance.

(4) APPLICABILITY.—Paragraphs (1) through
(3) shall apply with respect to each residen-
tial mortgage transaction consummated on
or after the date that is 1 year after the date
of enactment of this Act.

(b) DISCLOSURES FOR EXISTING MORT-
GAGES.—If private mortgage insurance was
required in connection with a residential
mortgage entered into at any time before the
effective date of this Act, the servicer shall
disclose to the mortgagor in each such trans-
action in an annual written statement—

(1) that the private mortgage insurance
may, under certain circumstances, be can-
celed by the mortgagor (with the consent of
the mortgagee or in accordance with applica-
ble State law); and

(2) an address and telephone number that
the mortgagor may use to contact the
servicer to determine whether the mortgagor
may cancel the private mortgage insurance.

(c) INCLUSION IN OTHER ANNUAL NOTICES.—
The information and disclosures required
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under subsection (b) and paragraphs (1)(B)
and (3) of subsection (a) may be provided on
the annual disclosure relating to the escrow
account made as required under the Real Es-
tate Settlement Procedures Act of 1974, or as
part of the annual disclosure of interest pay-
ments made pursuant to Internal Revenue
Service regulations, and on a form promul-
gated by the Internal Revenue Service for
that purpose.

(d) STANDARDIZED FORMS.—The mortgagee
or servicer may use standardized forms for
the provision of disclosures required under
this section.
SEC. 5. NOTIFICATION UPON CANCELLATION OR

TERMINATION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days

after the date of cancellation or termination
of a private mortgage insurance requirement
in accordance with this Act, the servicer
shall notify the mortgagor in writing—

(1) that the private mortgage insurance
has terminated and that the mortgagor no
longer has private mortgage insurance; and

(2) that no further premiums, payments, or
other fees shall be due or payable by the
mortgagor in connection with the private
mortgage insurance.

(b) NOTICE OF GROUNDS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—If a servicer determines

that a mortgage did not meet the require-
ments for termination or cancellation of pri-
vate mortgage insurance under subsection
(a) or (b) of section 3, the servicer shall pro-
vide written notice to the mortgagor of the
grounds relied on to make the determination
(including the results of any appraisal used
to make the determination).

(2) TIMING.—Notice required by paragraph
(1) shall be provided—

(A) with respect to cancellation of private
mortgage insurance under section 3(a), not
later than 30 days after the later of—

(i) the date on which a request is received
under section 3(a)(1); or

(ii) the date on which the mortgagor satis-
fies any evidence and certification require-
ments under section 3(a)(3); and

(B) with respect to termination of private
mortgage insurance under section 3(b), not
later than 30 days after the scheduled termi-
nation date.
SEC. 6. DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS FOR LEND-

ER PAID MORTGAGE INSURANCE.
(a) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-

tion—
(1) the term ‘‘borrower paid mortgage in-

surance’’ means private mortgage insurance
that is required in connection with a residen-
tial mortgage transaction, payments for
which are made by the borrower;

(2) the term ‘‘lender paid mortgage insur-
ance’’ means private mortgage insurance
that is required in connection with a residen-
tial mortgage transaction, payments for
which are made by a person other than the
borrower; and

(3) the term ‘‘loan commitment’’ means a
prospective mortgagee’s written confirma-
tion of its approval, including any applicable
closing conditions, of the application of a
prospective mortgagor for a residential
mortgage loan.

(b) EXCLUSION.—Sections 3 through 5 do
not apply in the case of lender paid mortgage
insurance.

(c) NOTICES TO MORTGAGOR.—In the case of
lender paid mortgage insurance that is re-
quired in connection with a residential mort-
gage or a residential mortgage transaction—

(1) not later than the date on which a loan
commitment is made for the residential
mortgage transaction, the prospective mort-
gagee shall provide to the prospective mort-
gagor a written notice—

(A) that lender paid mortgage insurance
differs from borrower paid mortgage insur-

ance, in that lender paid mortgage insurance
may not be canceled by the mortgagor, while
borrower paid mortgage insurance could be
cancelable by the mortgagor in accordance
with section 3(a) of this Act, and could auto-
matically terminate on the termination date
in accordance with section 3(b) of this Act;

(B) that lender paid mortgage insurance—
(i) usually results in a residential mort-

gage having a higher interest rate than it
would in the case of borrower paid mortgage
insurance; and

(ii) terminates only when the residential
mortgage is refinanced, paid off, or other-
wise terminated; and

(C) that lender paid mortgage insurance
and borrower paid mortgage insurance both
have benefits and disadvantages, including a
generic analysis of the differing costs and
benefits of a residential mortgage in the case
lender paid mortgage insurance versus bor-
rower paid mortgage insurance over a 10-
year period, assuming prevailing interest
and property appreciation rates;

(D) that lender paid mortgage insurance
may be tax-deductible for purposes of Fed-
eral income taxes, if the mortgagor itemizes
expenses for that purpose; and

(2) not later than 30 days after the termi-
nation date that would apply in the case of
borrower paid mortgage insurance, the
servicer shall provide to the mortgagor a
written notice indicating that the mortgagor
may wish to review financing options that
could eliminate the requirement for private
mortgage insurance in connection with the
residential mortgage.

(d) STANDARD FORMS.—The servicer of a
residential mortgage may develop and use a
standardized form or forms for the provision
of notices to the mortgagor, as required
under subsection (c).
SEC. 7. FEES FOR DISCLOSURES.

No fee or other cost may be imposed on
any mortgagor with respect to the provision
of any notice or information to the mortga-
gor pursuant to this Act.
SEC. 8. CIVIL LIABILITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any servicer, mortgagee,
or mortgage insurer that violates a provision
of this Act shall be liable to each mortgagor
to whom the violation relates for—

(1) in the case of an action by an individ-
ual, or a class action in which the liable
party is not subject to section 10, any actual
damages sustained by the mortgagor as a re-
sult of the violation, including interest (at a
rate determined by the court) on the amount
of actual damages, accruing from the date on
which the violation commences;

(2) in the case of—
(A) an action by an individual, such statu-

tory damages as the court may allow, not to
exceed $2,000; and

(B) in the case of a class action—
(i) in which the liable party is subject to

section 10, such amount as the court may
allow, except that the total recovery under
this subparagraph in any class action or se-
ries of class actions arising out of the same
violation by the same liable party shall not
exceed the lesser of $500,000 or 1 percent of
the net worth of the liable party, as deter-
mined by the court; and

(ii) in which the liable party is not subject
to section 10, such amount as the court may
allow, not to exceed $1000 as to each member
of the class, except that the total recovery
under this subparagraph in any class action
or series of class actions arising out of the
same violation by the same liable party shall
not exceed the lesser of $500,000 or 1 percent
of the gross revenues of the liable party, as
determined by the court;

(3) costs of the action; and
(4) reasonable attorney fees, as determined

by the court.

(b) TIMING OF ACTIONS.—No action may be
brought by a mortgagor under subsection (a)
later than 2 years after the date of the dis-
covery of the violation that is the subject of
the action.

(c) LIMITATIONS ON LIABILITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to a residen-

tial mortgage transaction, the failure of a
servicer to comply with the requirements of
this Act due to the failure of a mortgage in-
surer or a mortgagee to comply with the re-
quirements of this Act, shall not be con-
strued to be a violation of this Act by the
servicer.

(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
paragraph (1) shall be construed to impose
any additional requirement or liability on a
mortgage insurer, a mortgagee, or a holder
of a residential mortgage.

SEC. 9. EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS AND AGREE-
MENTS.

(a) EFFECT ON STATE LAW.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to any resi-

dential mortgage or residential mortgage
transaction consummated after the effective
date of this Act, and except as provided in
paragraph (2), the provisions of this Act shall
supersede any provisions of the law of any
State relating to requirements for obtaining
or maintaining private mortgage insurance
in connection with residential mortgage
transactions, cancellation or automatic ter-
mination of such private mortgage insur-
ance, any disclosure of information ad-
dressed by this Act, and any other matter
specifically addressed by this Act.

(2) PROTECTION OF EXISTING STATE LAWS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The provisions of this Act

do not supersede protected State laws, ex-
cept to the extent that the protected State
laws are inconsistent with any provision of
this Act, and then only to the extent of the
inconsistency.

(B) INCONSISTENCIES.—A protected State
law shall not be considered to be inconsist-
ent with a provision of this Act if the pro-
tected State law—

(i) requires termination of private mort-
gage insurance or other mortgage guaranty
insurance—

(I) at a date earlier than as provided in this
Act; or

(II) when a mortgage principal balance is
achieved that is higher than as provided in
this Act; or

(ii) requires disclosure of information—
(I) that provides more information than

the information required by this Act; or
(II) more often or at a date earlier than is

required by this Act.
(C) PROTECTED STATE LAWS.—For purposes

of this paragraph, the term ‘‘protected State
law’’ means a State law—

(i) regarding any requirements relating to
private mortgage insurance in connection
with residential mortgage transactions;

(ii) that was enacted not later than 2 years
after the date of the enactment of this Act;
and

(iii) that is the law of a State that had in
effect, on or before January 2, 1998, any State
law described in clause (i).

(b) EFFECT ON OTHER AGREEMENTS.—The
provisions of this Act shall supersede any
conflicting provision contained in any agree-
ment relating to the servicing of a residen-
tial mortgage loan entered into by the Fed-
eral National Mortgage Association, the Fed-
eral Home Loan Mortgage Corporation, or
any private investor or note holder (or any
successors thereto).
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SEC. 10. ENFORCEMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Compliance with the re-
quirements imposed under this Act shall be
enforced under—

(1) section 8 of the Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Act—

(A) by the appropriate Federal banking
agency (as defined in section 3(q) of the Fed-
eral Deposit Insurance Act) in the case of in-
sured depository institutions (as defined in
section 3(c)(2) of such Act);

(B) by the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor-
poration in the case of depository institu-
tions described in clause (i), (ii), or (iii) of
section 19(b)(1)(A) of the Federal Reserve Act
that are not insured depository institutions
(as defined in section 3(c)(2) of the Federal
Deposit Insurance Act); and

(C) by the Director of the Office of Thrift
Supervision in the case of depository institu-
tions described in clause (v) and or (vi) of
section 19(b)(1)(A) of the Federal Reserve Act
that are not insured depository institutions
(as defined in section 3(c)(2) of the Federal
Deposit Insurance Act);

(2) the Federal Credit Union Act, by the
National Credit Union Administration Board
in the case of depository institutions de-
scribed in clause (iv) of section 19(b)(1)(A) of
the Federal Reserve Act; and

(3) part C of title V of the Farm Credit Act
of 1971 (12 U.S.C. 2261 et seq.), by the Farm
Credit Administration in the case of an insti-
tution that is a member of the Farm Credit
System.

(b) ADDITIONAL ENFORCEMENT POWERS.—
(1) VIOLATION OF THIS ACT TREATED AS VIO-

LATION OF OTHER ACTS.—For purposes of the
exercise by any agency referred to in sub-
section (a) of such agency’s powers under
any Act referred to in such subsection, a vio-
lation of a requirement imposed under this
Act shall be deemed to be a violation of a re-
quirement imposed under that Act.

(2) ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY UNDER OTHER
ACTS.—In addition to the powers of any agen-
cy referred to in subsection (a) under any
provision of law specifically referred to in
such subsection, each such agency may exer-
cise, for purposes of enforcing compliance
with any requirement imposed under this
Act, any other authority conferred on such
agency by law.

(c) ENFORCEMENT AND REIMBURSEMENT.—In
carrying out its enforcement activities under
this section, each agency referred to in sub-
section (a) shall—

(1) notify the mortgagee or servicer of any
failure of the mortgagee or servicer to com-
ply with 1 or more provisions of this Act;

(2) with respect to each such failure to
comply, require the mortgagee or servicer,
as applicable, to correct the account of the
mortgagor to reflect the date on which the
mortgage insurance should have been can-
celed or terminated under this Act; and

(3) require the mortgagee or servicer, as
applicable, to reimburse the mortgagor in an
amount equal to the total unearned pre-
miums paid by the mortgagor after the date
on which the obligation to pay those pre-
miums ceased under this Act.
SEC. 11. CONSTRUCTION.

(a) PMI NOT REQUIRED.—Nothing in this
Act shall be construed to impose any re-
quirement for private mortgage insurance in
connection with a residential mortgage
transaction.

(b) NO PRECLUSION OF CANCELLATION OR
TERMINATION AGREEMENTS.—Nothing in this
Act shall be construed to preclude cancella-
tion or termination, by agreement between a
mortgagor and the holder of the mortgage, of
a requirement for private mortgage insur-
ance in connection with a residential mort-
gage transaction before the cancellation or
termination date established by this Act for
the mortgage.

SEC. 12. EFFECTIVE DATE.
This Act, other than section 13, shall be-

come effective 1 year after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.
SEC. 13. ABOLISHMENT OF THE THRIFT DEPOSI-

TOR PROTECTION OVERSIGHT
BOARD.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective at the end of
the 3-month period beginning on the date of
enactment of this Act, the Thrift Depositor
Protection Oversight Board established
under section 21A of the Federal Home Loan
Bank Act (hereafter in this section referred
to as the ‘‘Oversight Board’’) is hereby abol-
ished.

(b) DISPOSITION OF AFFAIRS.—
(1) POWER OF CHAIRPERSON.—Effective on

the date of enactment of this Act, the Chair-
person of the Oversight Board (or the des-
ignee of the Chairperson) may exercise on
behalf of the Oversight Board any power of
the Oversight Board necessary to settle and
conclude the affairs of the Oversight Board.

(2) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds avail-
able to the Oversight Board shall be avail-
able to the Chairperson of the Oversight
Board to pay expenses incurred in carrying
out paragraph (1).

(c) SAVINGS PROVISION.—
(1) EXISTING RIGHTS, DUTIES, AND OBLIGA-

TIONS NOT AFFECTED.—No provision of this
section shall be construed as affecting the
validity of any right, duty, or obligation of
the United States, the Oversight Board, the
Resolution Trust Corporation, or any other
person that—

(A) arises under or pursuant to the Federal
Home Loan Bank Act, or any other provision
of law applicable with respect to the Over-
sight Board; and

(B) existed on the day before the abolish-
ment of the Oversight Board in accordance
with subsection (a).

(2) CONTINUATION OF SUITS.—No action or
other proceeding commenced by or against
the Oversight Board with respect to any
function of the Oversight Board shall abate
by reason of the enactment of this section.

(3) LIABILITIES.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—All liabilities arising out

of the operation of the Oversight Board dur-
ing the period beginning on August 9, 1989,
and the date that is 3 months after the date
of enactment of this Act shall remain the di-
rect liabilities of the United States.

(B) NO SUBSTITUTION.—The Secretary of the
Treasury shall not be substituted for the
Oversight Board as a party to any action or
proceeding referred to in subparagraph (A).

(4) CONTINUATIONS OF ORDERS, RESOLUTIONS,
DETERMINATIONS, AND REGULATIONS PERTAIN-
ING TO THE RESOLUTION FUNDING CORPORA-
TION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—All orders, resolutions,
determinations, and regulations regarding
the Resolution Funding Corporation shall
continue in effect according to the terms of
such orders, resolutions, determinations, and
regulations until modified, terminated, set
aside, or superseded in accordance with ap-
plicable law if such orders, resolutions, de-
terminations, or regulations—

(i) have been issued, made, and prescribed,
or allowed to become effective by the Over-
sight Board, or by a court of competent ju-
risdiction, in the performance of functions
transferred by this section; and

(ii) are in effect at the end of the 3-month
period beginning on the date of enactment of
this section.

(B) ENFORCEABILITY OF ORDERS, RESOLU-
TIONS, DETERMINATIONS, AND REGULATIONS BE-
FORE TRANSFER.—Before the effective date of
the transfer of the authority and duties of
the Resolution Funding Corporation to the
Secretary of the Treasury under subsection
(d), all orders, resolutions, determinations,
and regulations pertaining to the Resolution

Funding Corporation shall be enforceable by
and against the United States.

(C) ENFORCEABILITY OF ORDERS, RESOLU-
TIONS, DETERMINATIONS, AND REGULATIONS
AFTER TRANSFER.—On and after the effective
date of the transfer of the authority and du-
ties of the Resolution Funding Corporation
to the Secretary of the Treasury under sub-
section (d), all orders, resolutions, deter-
minations, and regulations pertaining to the
Resolution Funding Corporation shall be en-
forceable by and against the Secretary of the
Treasury.

(d) TRANSFER OF THRIFT DEPOSITOR PRO-
TECTION OVERSIGHT BOARD AUTHORITY AND
DUTIES OF RESOLUTION FUNDING CORPORATION
TO SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY.—Effective
at the end of the 3-month period beginning
on the date of enactment of this Act, the au-
thority and duties of the Oversight Board
under sections 21A(a)(6)(I) and 21B of the
Federal Home Loan Bank Act are transferred
to the Secretary of the Treasury (or the des-
ignee of the Secretary).

(e) MEMBERSHIP OF THE AFFORDABLE HOUS-
ING ADVISORY BOARD.—Effective on the date
of enactment of this Act, section 14(b)(2) of
the Resolution Trust Corporation Comple-
tion Act (12 U.S.C. 1831q note) is amended—

(1) by striking subparagraph (C); and
(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (D) and

(E) as subparagraphs (C) and (D), respec-
tively.

(f) TIME OF MEETINGS OF THE AFFORDABLE
HOUSING ADVISORY BOARD.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 14(b)(6)(A) of the
Resolution Trust Corporation Completion
Act (12 U.S.C. 1831q note) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘4 times a year, or more
frequently if requested by the Thrift Deposi-
tor Protection Oversight Board or’’ and in-
serting ‘‘2 times a year or at the request of’’;
and

(B) by striking the second sentence.
(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—Section

14(b)(6)(A) of the Resolution Trust Corpora-
tion Completion Act (12 U.S.C. 1831q note) is
amended, in the subparagraph heading, by
striking ‘‘AND LOCATION’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAFALCE) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH).

(Mr. LEACH asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of S. 318, the Homeowners Protection
Act. This legislation is about saving
money for America’s homeowners by
ensuring that they do not overpay for
private mortgage insurance, or PMI.

Private mortgage insurance, al-
though paid by the homeowner, is de-
signed to protect lenders from mort-
gage default risk, and it is usually re-
quired when the homeowner has less
than 20 percent equity in his or her
home. While most industry standards
allow for cancellation of PMI once the
20 percent equity level is achieved,
homeowners are not always aware of
how it can be terminated. It is esti-
mated that some borrowers are paying
$240 to $1,200 annually for mortgage in-
surance that is no longer needed.

By requiring that automatic termi-
nation of PMI when insurance is no
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longer necessary and by requiring
mortgage companies and other finan-
cial institutions to provide home-
owners with information on the terms
and conditions of this insurance and
how it can be canceled, S. 318 protects
homeowners from paying for PMI after
all parties in the mortgage process
agree that it is no longer needed.

b 1515
Over the last 30 years, the mortgage

financial markets have evolved with
innovative products that leverage pri-
vate sector resources in a manner that
facilitates and expands affordable
home ownership opportunities. In fact,
the United States home ownership rate
is at a record level today, with 66 per-
cent of Americans owning their own
home.

The Senate bill, S. 318, will further
enhance home ownership opportunities
by making home ownership less expen-
sive and by providing the industry with
clear and certain Federal rules on when
and how mortgage insurance can be
canceled.

The bill before us, which represents a
compromise agreed to by the Senate
Committee on Banking, is based on leg-
islation originally introduced by the
gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN).
The gentleman’s firsthand difficulties
in canceling PMI and the mortgage se-
cured by his condominium led him to
introduce legislation, H.R. 607, on this
subject.

The Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services reported out the Han-
sen bill on March 20, 1997, and the full
House approved by a vote of 421 to 7 on
April 16, 1997. The Senate followed suit
last fall in approving its version of PMI
legislation, which is before the House
today.

The homeowner protections con-
tained in this bill cover owners of con-
dominiums and cooperatives as well as
owners of single-family detached
homes. Under S. 318, the PMI disclo-
sure and cancellation mandates cover
residential mortgages and mortgage
transactions for single-family dwell-
ings. In the context of this legislation,
the term ‘‘single-family dwellings’’ ap-
plies to condominium and cooperative
home ownership arrangements.

In closing, I would like to thank my
colleague, the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. HANSEN), for his perseverance in
his fight for the average homeowner,
and the gentlewoman from Connecticut
(Mrs. ROUKEMA), the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LAZIO), the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAFALCE), the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
VENTO), the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY), the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WATERS), the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-
LEE) and other members of this com-
mittee who have been such construc-
tive participants in crafting the legis-
lation before the House today.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. LAFALCE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman of the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services for his
kind words. This has been a very bipar-
tisan and collegial process that has
brought us to the floor today.

The fact is, if you are a homeowner
today, or are thinking of becoming one,
you do not want to spend any more
money than you have to, especially on
unnecessary payments. But, unfortu-
nately, between 250,000 to 400,000 fami-
lies nationwide are now doing exactly
that. They are making unnecessary
payments. They are paying up to $100
each month and thousands of dollars
over the life of their mortgages for un-
necessary private mortgage insurance.

There is nothing inherently wrong
with private mortgage insurance, or
PMI. It can be a valuable and essential
tool used by many families who want
to buy a home but are unable to fi-
nance a full 20 percent down payment.
Fully 54 percent of mortgages offered
last year did require PMI, private
mortgage insurance.

That means the lender requires the
borrower to buy and pay for insurance
to protect the lender in case of a bor-
rower’s default. As a result, lenders
have then been able to issue mortgages
to families with smaller down pay-
ments who otherwise could not afford
homes. So far, so good.

The problem with PMI arises once
you have established approximately 20
percent equity in your home. This is
the figure generally accepted by the
mortgage industry as a benchmark of
the risk they take in financing your
home. At that point, PMI should no
longer be necessary, since there is
minimal risk to the lender. After all,
the lender holds title to the home if
you should default, and can always sell
the property. But many homeowners
are never even notified that they can
discontinue their private mortgage in-
surance, and just keep on paying and
paying and paying. It adds up to thou-
sands of dollars.

Continuing to pay insurance to pro-
tect the lender after a borrower no
longer represents a serious risk is an
unjustified windfall to insurance com-
panies, and an unfair burden on home-
owners. That practice must stop, and
our action today will insure that it
does stop.

Mr. Speaker, I give special credit to
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN)
for bringing this issue to the attention
of our Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services and for bringing it to
the attention of the full House of Rep-
resentatives.

The bill he introduced initially would
have required disclosure to home-
buyers, both at the mortgage signing
and in annual statements, of the pre-
cise conditions that might enable them
to cancel payments of that insurance.

But after committee members had
time to reflect upon it, we believed
that that would be helpful but not
helpful enough. Some argued we should
move beyond disclosure and also create
a right to terminate, at least after cer-
tain conditions were met.

But many thought, well, even that is
not good enough. We should go further
still. This was my position. Simple dis-
closure and creation of a right to can-
cel is not enough. Unnecessary insur-
ance payments should be terminated as
a matter of law. No borrower in his
right mind would choose to pay for in-
surance to protect a lender against the
borrower’s own default unless forced to
do so.

Therefore, rather than create a right
to reject and cancel insurance, which
any reasonable person would always
exercise, we argued we should legislate,
instead, the actual termination of the
insurance once certain conditions are
met. That is the bill we have before us
today.

The bill protects the consumer’s
right to initiate cancellation of the
private mortgage insurance once 20
percent of the mortgage is satisfied,
and requires servicers to cancel a con-
sumer’s mortgage insurance once 22
percent of the mortgage is satisfied.

Nonetheless, I am convinced we could
have and should have gone even fur-
ther. For instance, the bill does not af-
ford the same automatic cancellation
rights to so-called high-risk consum-
ers, whose PMI will be canceled at the
half-life of the mortgage. The bill does
direct the housing enterprises, FNMA
and FreddieMac, to establish industry
guidelines defining what constitutes a
risky borrower.

I assume and hope, and will watch to
see, that the GSEs use their authority
prudently, but I want to be clear that
this provision was not included to en-
able lenders or investors to circumvent
the intent of this legislation or to dis-
criminate against certain types of bor-
rowers. We will be watching this very
closely.

With that in mind, I have asked that
the bill require the GAO to evaluate
how the high-risk exception is being
applied, and report the findings to the
Congress after enactment.

With regard to State preemption,
again, I much preferred the House ver-
sion. At least in this case the bill does
protect State PMI cancellation and
consumer laws in effect prior to Janu-
ary 2, 1998, and provides those States,
eight of them, 2 years to revise and
amend their laws: California, Min-
nesota, New York, Colorado, Connecti-
cut, Maryland, Massachusetts, and
Missouri.

I would have strongly preferred that
the bill simply respect the rights of all
States to enact stronger cancellation
and disclosure laws, or had allowed the
eight States with laws on the books to
amend their laws without limitation.
Nonetheless, I am pleased that we are
now protecting stronger State con-
sumer laws in States like New York,
where they already do exist.
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All in all, this is a strong consumer

bill. It could have been stronger, and
we might make it even stronger in fu-
ture years. I urge my colleagues now to
join me in supporting S. 318.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN), the
author of this bill and our good friend
and great leader on this subject.

(Mr. HANSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman of the committee, the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. JIM LEACH),
for the great leadership he has shown
on this legislation, and the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAFALCE) for what
he has done on this. I just say amen to
what they have said. Both of them
have hit it on the head.

Let me add a little, if I may. What is
PMI? What is private mortgage insur-
ance? It is a good thing, and I am
grateful that the lending institutions
have come up with this creative way in
which to help people who could not pay
at least 20 percent down on their loans.
So they get into these things, they buy
the house, they are elated, they are
given the key to the house, this is a big
moment, and they walk in.

Then after that goes away after a
short time, they start looking at that
payment bill that comes in. Anywhere
between $20 to $100 they see every
month, and say, what am I paying this
for? They find that they are paying pri-
vate mortgage insurance. When we
think of insurance, we think of some-
thing that we buy to help us. This is
not the case in this instance. This is
something we buy to take care of the
lender in case we do not make our pay-
ments.

It is an interesting history. I have to
admit I did not know too much about
it. After my first term I sold my place
out in Virginia and bought a little
condo across from the Pentagon. I
wanted to be close to the House. I no-
ticed that when I got my bill, there
was something about private mortgage
insurance. I did not even know what it
was.

I called up the lending institution
and said, what is this, anyway? They
explained it to me, as it has been ex-
plained today. I said, that is all well
and good, how do I get rid of it? They
said, you send us a check for x amount
of dollars and we will take it off.

I sent them the check. They did not
take it off. I said, why did you not take
it off? They said, we do not have to
take it off. But if you will have an
independent appraisal done on your
place, we will be happy to consider it.
How much is that? $1,200. Now, the av-
erage American paying between $20 to
$100 for this, he is not going to see a
lawyer, he is not going to fuss, he is
going to be mad and hunker down and
do it.

They did not do it after the ap-
praisal. So I called them up again and

they said, we do not have to take it off.
Then, just like most people in our busi-
ness, I started using this speech around
America, and lo and behold, half the
people in the audience would come up
and say, I have this same problem. I
have been paying this year after year
after year.

A couple of attorneys came to see
me, one from Alabama. He had a class
action going of two or three thousand
people who had faithfully made pay-
ments on their PMI, and they would
not take it off. Then we started getting
letters. I have stacks of letters now in
my office where people would write in
and show me the sarcastic and cavalier
way that many of the banks, lending
institutions, would come up with, and
say, we do not have to take it off. Pay
it the rest of your life.

That is what has happened, Mr.
Speaker. Many people in America have
paid it the rest of their lives. It would
be interesting some day to see all of
the letters we have, such as from a lit-
tle lady in Texas, one in Nevada, one in
Massachusetts, scattered all over
America, who have faithfully made
their payments on time and are enrich-
ing insurance companies, servicers, and
lending institutions to the point of
millions of dollars which did not have
to be paid.

This is a piece of consumer legisla-
tion which I think is extremely impor-
tant. I would like to point out that the
language as we got it from the Senate
says ‘‘single-family dwelling.’’ If you
go into a homeowner’s policy or a pol-
icy such as that, that is interpreted to
mean a freestanding place and only one
family living in it. I think the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) ade-
quately addressed this, but if someone
wants to try this case, I think it comes
down to the idea that we mean a single
family in a condo, in any other area, a
unit which they are buying, so we do
not exclude all those particular people.

As the gentleman from New York
(Mr. LAFALCE) pointed out, this bill
will require full disclosure of what PMI
is. It will require notification of their
right to cancel, and will have some in-
formation in the bill about automatic
cancellation if they live up to it.

I want to thank the members of the
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services, who have worked so dili-
gently on this. I really feel that this is
a good piece of legislation. The Senate
and the House have worked diligently
to do it. In my humble opinion, this is
one of the better pieces of consumer
legislation we have come up with this
in term. I would urge the support of my
colleagues in passing this legislation.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. VENTO).

(Mr. VENTO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this measure. It has a Sen-
ate number but, candidly, the catalyst
for this was, as has been indicated, our

colleague, the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. JIM HANSEN), and the measure
that we worked on, H.R. 607, which I
think was a good proposal in terms of
disclosure, in terms of bringing the
issue into focus, and one in which we
worked to in fact provide an automatic
cancellation.

In fact, private mortgage insurance
(PMI) is a good product. We have, of
course, some Federal programs, the
Federal Housing Administration and
the insurance that it provides, it
means that if a person has a lower
down payment, they can become a
homeowner with this insurance provid-
ing a pool of dollars that will provide
for default or delinquency in the case
that default occurs with regard to the
mortgage.
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But clearly if you make a large

enough down payment, you can com-
pletely avert, such insurance whether
it is FHA insurance or if it is PMI in-
surance. The case here is that after
someone has paid for even the half-life
of the mortgage or paid down to the
loan-to-value ratio of 80 percent, they
should be entitled and should have the
opportunity to discharge this respon-
sibility, cost and this insurance be-
cause it is no longer necessary. There
is not the risk in that loan. The home-
owner is paying a fair rate of interest
on the loan. They should not have to
pay, on a $100,000 mortgage, as is indi-
cated, this could be anywhere from $40
to $80 a month over the course of a
$100,000 mortgage on a home. That can
easily obviously be $1000 a year in in-
surance payments that they are mak-
ing that would not be necessary. This
bill provides for the termination of
such insurance and the cost to the con-
sumer.

There are some concerns about the
bill specifically with regard to the high
risk mortgages because that is left
somewhat undefined. I know our col-
leagues in the House were in agreement
that we should define hi risk mort-
gages. We should be more specific and
not leave any uncertainty. But we were
not able to convince our Senate col-
leagues who rely upon the Federal Na-
tional Mortgage Association and others
to help in terms of such guidelines to
follow guidelines in terms of defining
high risk mortgages. But if it proves to
be a problem, we have, I think, put in
place a measure where we will get
needed information from the General
Accounting Office and others to in fact
lead us in a direction to resolve such
problems.

This is an important measure be-
cause it means that housing, home-
ownership will be facilitated. It will
cost less. It is fair. It is fair to those
that extend the mortgages. It is fair to
the insurance companies that are mak-
ing the dollars on real risk and assum-
ing real risk, and it is certainly fair to
the homeowners. So this is a step in
the right direction.

I again commend my colleagues. This
is an important issue in terms of
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achieving homeownership, and it is fair
to the States that have already taken
actions, such as my State of Min-
nesota, which has a private mortgage
insurance provision, and the 7 or 8
other States which have similar provi-
sions. So it is a good measure.

I am pleased to join my colleague
from Utah and the others on my com-
mittee in terms of support of the meas-
ure and hope to see it signed into law
by President Clinton.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of S. 318, the
Homeowners Protection Act of 1998.

Over a year ago, this House passed a simi-
lar but better bill that was drafted on a biparti-
san basis using the measure introduced by
Mr. HANSEN, H.R. 607, as the vehicle.

We come before the House today having
reconciled with the Senate a bill which will
serve the needs of millions of American home-
owners covered by private mortgage insur-
ance.

Consumers spend hundreds of dollars a
year extra in mortgage insurance even though
they have paid down the mortgage by 20%,
25% or more, to a point where such insurance
is not required or necessary. This bill will pro-
vide some equity for those homebuyers who
make their payments faithfully for years.

The agreed upon bill prospectively (one
year after enactment) provides for the auto-
matic cancellation of private mortgage insur-
ance when borrowers have 22% equity, or a
78% loan-to-value (LTV) ratio, in their homes
(based on the original value of the home).
Premiums paid past that date will be refunded.

The bill allows for cancellation of PMI at
80% LTV ratio based on the initial amortiza-
tion schedules and would not preclude borrow-
ers from seeking cancellation using home
price appreciation if it is agreed upon between
the lender and the borrower.

Importantly, the bill also provides for the dis-
closure of borrowers’ rights and protections
under this law. Existing loans will get annual
statements that their PMI may be cancelable.
Future borrowers will be informed of their
rights at or before closing along with the an-
nual disclosure.

There is, unfortunately, a provision about
which I have great concern. It is because of
this concern that changes to the S. 318 were
sought and made. It has been part of the rea-
son for the delay in considering this Senate-
passed bill.

The bill as passed by the Senate would
allow FNMA (Fannie May) and FHLMC
(Freddie Mac) to set the standards for a whole
class of loans to be called ‘‘high risk’’ that
would be exempt from the automatic termi-
nation and cancellation rights. This exemption,
undefined and unregulated, could be used to
avoid this entire law or could be used to dis-
criminate against certain borrowers. That in-
deed would frustrate the implementation and
results that could be attained from this pro-
posed new law.

While we could not sway the other body to
define ‘‘high risk’’; to have a regulator define
it; OR, to simply modify the trigger level for all
to accommodate riskier loans; we were suc-
cessful in mandating in this measure a GAO
report that will let us know how this exemption
is being used and for whom it is being used
or abused if that is the case in the future. We
will be looking very carefully at the results of
this report for possible future policy actions in
the event of high risk misunderstandings.

Mortgage insurance helps provide an oppor-
tunity to people to purchase homes when they
cannot come up with a 20% down payment.
On a $100.000 home, that would be a hefty
$20,000. Private mortgage insurance on a
$100,000 house ranges from $28 to $76 a
month depending on down payment. That
works out to $336 to $912 a year! And of
course, in many cities in this nation, including
Washington, D.C., you cannot buy most
homes for $100,000, so down payments are
tougher to make and consumer premiums and
costs also go up as does the size of the mort-
gage.

The consensus bill will not preempt state
laws in the eight states that have passed laws
on termination or disclosure of rights and rules
to govern terminating private mortgage insur-
ance. Since one of those innovative states is
Minnesota, I wanted to be sure that our good
and fairly simple law would not be unneces-
sarily preempted. Under the agreement, all of
these states also have two years to further
perfect their own law. While I would have liked
to have seen more time and, in fact, no limita-
tion on changes to those laws, two years is
better than none and seven more states ex-
empted from the initial Senate bill is better
than only the state of New York.

Finally, although I do have some reserva-
tions about the complexity of the many trigger
points for cancellation or termination of PMI
generated by this bill’s requirements, it is a
step forward and a fairly good consensus bill
to bring to our Colleagues in the House. I
hope that should the four basic trigger points
be found to be too complex for consumers or
servicers that we can revisit this bill and per-
haps find a more uniform and fair trigger point
for automatic cancellation.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my Colleagues to sup-
port this very important consumer legislation.
This bill will provide hundreds of dollars in re-
lief to home buyers who have paid their way
out of PMI, but have not yet found relief. More
than phantom tax cut measures or phoney tax
code revisions, this bill will produce real con-
sumer savings in the purse of consumers pay-
ing PMI premiums today. Let’s pass this pro-
consumer legislation now and see it signed
into law by President Clinton.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Dela-
ware (Mr. CASTLE).

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman very much for yielding
me the time.

Let me join the others who have con-
gratulated the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. HANSEN) who I think really spot-
ted a problem. I am sort of embar-
rassed that I did not see it sooner. I ac-
tually did some of this work when I
was a lawyer, not for the PMI people
but for the consumers. I should have
recognized the fact that there was a
problem.

I often raised the question. We never
could get exactly correct answers as to
what happened after a period of time.
The people did pay this for some time.
I think by spotlighting it, he has
brought forward all of the concerns of
a lot of people of this country. This is
not the most major thing that we are
going to do in Congress this year, but
in terms of being very black and white,
this is that. This is something that is

absolutely correct to do. It is clear. I
do not see how anybody could possibly
oppose it. I think that the Homeowners
Protection Act is just good common
sense protection for homeowners across
the United States of America to pro-
tect them when they have paid down
their private mortgage insurance suffi-
ciently so that there is enough equity
in their home, and the various mort-
gages companies will be protected.

I think and I agree with those who
have said that this is a valuable serv-
ice. Without this, quite frankly, a lot
of people would not have been able to
buy homes. I am not up here to decry
PMI or say that it was a bad service or
whatever it may be. But the bottom
line is that I think often by inatten-
tion as much as anything else, people
continue to pay this for years and
years after they should have stopped.
And when you start to add up $30 or $40
a month over a period of time, indeed
it becomes a significant sum of money.

This indeed is consumer protection.
This is why we in Congress should be
here, to protect our constituents from
problems such as this. This is a prob-
lem that is a hidden problem, I think,
by and large, but I think it is a prob-
lem which is very real nonetheless. For
that reason, I think it should go for-
ward.

I have often questioned, frankly,
whether it should go down to 20 per-
cent or, as we say in this case, perhaps
as far as 22 percent before we cut it off,
but that seems to be a number which is
agreed to by the lending industry and
even by those who watch over consum-
ers. So indeed I judge that it is good
enough for us.

The bottom line is that this is good
legislation. I hope we would all support
it and be proud of a good record. Con-
gratulations again to the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. HANSEN).

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes and 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT).

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I appreciate the gentleman
yielding time to me.

I rise in support of this legislation,
although I do so with some ambiva-
lence.

The bill that we have to consider
today in some respects is a better bill
than the bill we passed out of the
House originally, but in other respects
it is not as good a bill as we passed out
of the House originally. But clearly it
is a bill that is worthy of being sup-
ported because it is better than noth-
ing and it moves us in the right direc-
tion.

I would like to spend a moment talk-
ing about some of the concerns I have
about the bill that we are addressing
though. First concern is that we are
preempting State law, at least par-
tially preempting State law, I should
not say we are fully preempting it, but
there are 8 States that have stronger
laws in this area than we are passing
here today. We protect those laws for a
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period of 2 years but, after that, we do
not give them the protection that they
deserve to have going forward for
States that have stronger laws.

Second, and a more important con-
cern, is this high risk loan situation. If
you get a loan that is categorized as a
high risk loan, then you have got to
pay 50 percent of the value of that loan
before this law is of any benefit to you.
For other people, you pay 22 percent of
the loan or possibly 20 percent of the
loan, if you have got an appraisal, 22
percent of the loan in some cir-
cumstances, 23 percent of the loan in
other circumstances, but if you have a
high risk loan, regardless of the value
of your house going forward, if you
have got a loan that starts off being
categorized as a high risk loan, even if
your area goes through an urban re-
newal, the value of your home contin-
ues to appreciate, you can not get the
benefit of the 80 percent provision in
this bill or the 78 percent provision in
this bill or the 77 percent provision in
this bill.

So you are kind of stuck with that
henceforth now and forever. That is a
concern that we need to pay particular
attention to in the future.

On balance, support the bill. It is bet-
ter than nothing.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 1 minute simply to offer a clari-
fication. On the two-year provision, let
me just clarify that States that have
laws can further modify these laws dur-
ing a two-year period, but the laws will
stay in effect as long as the State
wants to keep those laws in effect. So
it is not a cancellation of the law
itself.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LEACH. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I think
that the House bill was much more
clear with regard to some of these bend
points. I think the gentleman from
North Carolina raises a good point in
terms of the complexity that is added
to this and hopefully we will not see
the type of frustration of the intent of
this measure. But I think we did the
best we could with the sponsors in the
Senate.

Mr. LEACH. In that regard, I share
some of the concerns of both the gen-
tleman from Minnesota and the gen-
tleman from North Carolina.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEACH. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I think it was my inartful ar-
ticulation of what I was trying to say.
I understood that these 8 States have
their laws protected going forward, but
I appreciate the gentleman clarifying
that. I was not trying to mislead any-
one on that point.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAZIO).

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I want to begin by commending the

gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) for
his hard work in improving this bill
and his dedication in bringing it to the
floor today and our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN), whose
diligence on this issue has raised con-
sumer awareness of private mortgage
insurance. And I think it is not too
strong to say that he is really a con-
sumer hero today to homeowners
around America.

The mortgage financial markets have
experienced dramatic change over the
last few decades, allowing more low
and moderate income families to at-
tain the American dream of home-
ownership.

One important change is the emer-
gence of private mortgage insurance.
Before PMI, as it is known, families
were typically required to make a 20
percent down payment for a new home.
Now families who are creditworthy but
are cash strapped can buy a house with
down payments as low as 3 percent or 5
percent. And this private mortgage in-
surance also lowers the lender’s risk of
loss from mortgage defaults.

Private mortgage insurance is a cru-
cial element in achieving our goals of
helping all Americans buy homes so
they can give their families a better
quality of life. We should celebrate
that our Nation now has the highest
homeownership rate in our history.
This is because of the new tools of the
mortgage market, such as PMI, and
our hard-earned Balanced Budget
Agreement which lowered interest
rates and created a strong economy.

While we provide a tool for the lend-
ers to provide their investments, we
also need to ensure that home buyers
are safeguarded. If we can prevent
homeowners from being exploited,
American families can have peace of
mind in buying a home. It is already a
right of most homeowners to cancel
their mortgage insurance when the eq-
uity in their homes reaches 20 percent.
But many Americans are unaware of
these rights and so they continue to
pay the insurance premiums even after
reaching the 20 percent level.

The average rate of private mortgage
insurance is between $20 and $100 per
month. That is an annual rate of $1,200.
This is $1,200 that could instead be
more money in the pocket of an aver-
age American family. It is food money,
school costs, doctor bills and much
more. How can we allow consumers to
pay for private mortgage insurance
long after they are considered good
borrowers with little risk of default
just because they are not aware of the
applicable rules and laws?

I look forward to passage of this bill.
Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2

minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BENTSEN).

(Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of S. 318. I congratulate
our colleague from Utah for his work
on this bill.

I came to this body from the banking
industry where I looked at a great
number of mortgage portfolios. The
standard by which one is required to
attain PMI insurance is when you are
putting down less money than what
would require you to get to an 80 per-
cent loan-to-value ratio.

Like the previous speaker, the gen-
tleman from New York, PMI is a good
tool because it does allow millions of
Americans to be able to purchase a
home by only having to put down a
small percentage. So it does open the
mortgage market to those Americans.
But what is not a good deal is when
you have paid down on your mortgage
to a level below the 80 percent loan-to-
value ratio and you are still paying for
something that the market says you do
not need anymore. That is the problem
that the gentleman from Utah found
and that millions of Americans have
found and why this bill is necessary
today.

I understand the gentleman from
North Carolina’s concerns. I appreciate
those concerns. But this is a step in the
right direction. This will help 5 million
Americans, it is estimated, imme-
diately who are paying for PMI insur-
ance, in some cases $30, $60, $90 a
month, for which they really are re-
ceiving nothing, because what would
happen in a default is that the PMI
company would never have to shell out
anything but they would gain the bene-
fits of all the premiums.

So this is a good piece of consumer
legislation. This may well be the most
important piece of consumer legisla-
tion that this Congress adopts.

I appreciate the efforts on the part of
the chairman of the committee, the
subcommittee and the ranking member
on our side of the full committee and
the ranking member of the subcommit-
tee.

b 1545
Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1

minute to the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time. I wish to say
‘‘hats off’’ to the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. HANSEN). This is an excellent, ex-
cellent response to the needs for hous-
ing in America, particularly in dis-
tricts like mine.

Just a few weeks ago we participated
in the Habitat for Humanity. That is
one form of housing. But there is an-
other form of housing where the work-
ing Americans are at a certain level
and they are looking forward to having
the opportunity to have and purchase
homes. This bill allows homeowners to
voluntarily cancel their private mort-
gage insurance when the loan-to-value
ratio of the mortgage reaches 80 per-
cent of the original value of the prop-
erty, but only for loans originating 1
year after the enactment. It moves us
forward.
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I appreciate very much the story

that the gentleman from Utah re-
counted for us because so many others
have not caught that. And so we look
forward to the fact that in America we
encourage home ownership, we encour-
age people to pay down on their loans,
and then we reward them by taking
away the private mortgage insurance
when it is not needed.

This is good legislation. I hope we
pass it quickly.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support this bill.
Given the prosperity of our current economic
climate, I believe that we should create mech-
anisms that make home buying easier and
more practical. Such acts will protect these
consumers who are so vital to the American
economy.

It seems to me that automatic cancellation
of private mortgage insurance (PMI) would
create a buyer-friendly environment in the resi-
dential housing industry by ending the current
problems associated with PMI.

Under the status quo, lenders usually re-
quire borrowers to purchase PMI if the bor-
rower makes a downpayment on a home of
less than 20 percent (i.e., if the mortgage loan
will account for more than 80 percent of the
home’s purchase price). It is intended to offset
the risk to lenders of making low downpay-
ment loans.

However, many homeowners have reported
difficulty in canceling PMI after paying down
their loan to a level where it constitutes less
than 80 percent of the home’s value, and
other homeowners have been unaware that
they can cancel their policies at a certain
point—often continuing to pay up to $100 a
month for PMI.

By establishing three levels at which PMI
must be automatically terminated by a mort-
gage service firm, the difficulties associated
with PMI, and homebuying in general, would
be alleviated to a limited extent.

The bill generally establishes three levels at
which PMI paid for by a borrower must be
canceled automatically by a mortgage servic-
ing firm. Such automatic termination occurs
when (1) the loan-to-value ratio of the mort-
gage reaches 78 percent of the original value
of the property, (2) the loan-to-value ratio
reaches 77 percent for larger ‘‘non-conform-
ing’’ loans, or (3) the mid-point or ‘‘half-life’’ of
the mortgage payment schedule for ‘‘high risk’’
loans (loans with higher risks of default).

The bill also allows homeowners to volun-
tarily cancel their PMI when the loan-to-value
ratio of the mortgage reaches 80 percent of
the original value of the property—but only for
loans originated beginning one year after en-
actment, and only if the homeowner meets
three requirements.

It appears that this bill adequately solves
the problem before us. I do maintain some
reservations about the involvement of Fannie
Mae and Freddie Mac because the definition
of ‘‘high risk’’ loans would be determined by
these two entities. I would have preferred the
use of a Federal regulator, instead of a private
body acting as a government entity, but
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac have served us
well in the past, and I believe that they are up
to the task at hand.

With this measure, we can simultaneously
create an incentive for homebuyers and pro-
tection for homeowners allow homebuyers to
more easily terminate private mortgage insur-

ance (PMI) once they have paid a requisite
portion of their loan.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I support this legislation strongly for
a good many reasons, most of which I
have already articulated. Let me make
three points, however.

One of the primary reasons I am sup-
porting this legislation is because we
are now going to provide for automatic
termination for homeowners in each of
the 50 States, whereas today there are
only three states that provide for auto-
matic termination. That makes this
probably the most important consumer
bill that will have passed the Congress
in this session.

There are some difficulties, however.
With the exception of a limited exemp-
tion for eight states, we preempt
States from enacting stronger con-
sumer protection legislation. This is
offensive, especially because it involves
the insurance industry. The Federal
Government has had little role regard-
ing, or knowledge or experience with
the insurance industry, certainly not
so much that we should go in and say
we know so much more than all the
other States that we are going to pre-
empt them. We should not be doing
that if the states think they can pass
even stronger consumer protection
laws. The Senate insisted upon that.
We could have done better.

Third, I do not like the process of
avoiding conferences between the
House and the Senate. We have been
ping-ponging this bill back and forth.
That is a permissible process, but it is
not as good as a direct dialogue with
the Members of the United States Sen-
ate. I do not want the Senate to think
that it is going to be able to do this in
other legislation, whether it is credit
union legislation, financial services
modernization, et cetera, virtually say-
ing to the House take it or leave it.
That is not an appropriate approach.

I support this bill and I go along with
this approach because we are providing
for automatic termination for home-
owners in 50 States, whereas it now
only exists in three states. But I have
great difficulties with high-risk mort-
gages, the general state preemption
and the process itself.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume and
simply say, in conclusion, that I would
like to stress that, as has been uttered
by others, this is extraordinarily im-
portant consumer legislation, it is ex-
traordinarily important home owner-
ship legislation, it is common sense,
and I would hope this body would adopt
it unanimously.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
point out that the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. LEACH), has been a champion on

this issue. He has been totally coopera-
tive, and we have been in lockstep on
virtually each and every issue that we
have discussed today. I thank him and
his staff.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of S. 318 and want to com-
mend my colleague from Utah, Congressman
HANSEN, for his perseverance on this impor-
tant legislation. This legislation evolved out of
Congressman HANSEN’s personal trials and
tribulations of trying to cancel his own Private
Mortgage Banking Insurance. And Represent-
ative HANSEN’s testimony before the commit-
tee defined the problem and the solution.
Think of this as a ‘‘Consumer Bill of Rights.’’

Private Mortgage Insurance is both an im-
portant but little understood instrument in the
current mortgage industry. PMI enables fami-
lies to purchase homes with as little as a 3–
5 percent downpayment by insuring the mort-
gage lender against default. In 1996, more
than 1 million people bought or refinanced a
home with PMI. It made homeowners out of
more than 16 million families.

PMI is normally required whenever a bor-
rower does not have a 20-percent downpay-
ment. PMI costs homeowners between $20 to
$100 per month and protects the lender
against the risk of loss on low-downpayment
loans. PMI can be canceled under certain con-
ditions, when a good payment history is met
and 30 percent or more is achieved on the
cost of the home.

The problem arises when homeowners are
not informed of what PMI is and when and
how they can stop paying it. Overpayment of
PMI is potentially costing hundreds of thou-
sands of homeowners millions of dollars per
year.

Passage of this bill will ensure that home-
owners will be better equipped to understand
what PMI is, who it insures, and what rights
the homeowner has to cancel it. This legisla-
tion requires automatic termination of private
mortgage insurance after the homeowner at-
tains a certain equity level in his or her home.
In addition, the bill would require the mortgage
companies and financial institutions that origi-
nate and service mortgages provide home-
owners with information on the terms and con-
ditions of PMI and how it can be canceled,
both voluntarily and by law.

It is time to correct this problem and to stop
overcharging the consumer. This is good pub-
lic policy and I urge my colleagues to support
it.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, it has been a
very bipartisan and collegial process that has
brought us to the floor today, and I thank the
Chairman of the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services.

All in all, I believe this is probably one of the
most important consumer bills that will have
passed the Congress this session. One of the
primary reasons I am supporting it is that we
are now going to provide for automatic termi-
nation of private mortgage insurance (PMI),
and therefore the considerable reduction of
the costs associated with homeownership, for
homeowners in each of the 50 states. Today
there are only three states that provide for
automatic termination. Extending that right to
homeowners in all of the fifty states is an
enormous step forward for consumers.

The fact is, if you are a homeowner today,
or are thinking of becoming one, you do not
want to spend any more money than you have
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to, especially on unnecessary payments. But,
unfortunately, between 250,000 to 400,000
families nationwide are now doing exactly that.
They are paying up to $100 each month and
thousands of dollars over the life of their mort-
gages for unnecessary private mortgage insur-
ance.

There is nothing inherently wrong with pri-
vate mortgage insurance, or PMI. It can be a
valuable and essential tool used by many fam-
ilies who want to buy a home but are unable
to finance a full 20 percent down payment.
Fully 54 percent of mortgages offered last
year did require PMI.

That means the lender requires the borrow-
ers to buy and pay for insurance to protect the
lender in case of a borrower’s default. As a re-
sult, lenders have then been able to issue
mortgages to families with smaller down pay-
ments, who otherwise could not afford homes.
that is of benefit to the consumer. So far, so
good.

The problem with PMI arises once you have
established approximately 20 percent equity in
your home. This is the figure generally accept-
ed by the mortgage industry as a benchmark
of the risk they take in financing your home.
At that point, PMI should no longer be nec-
essary, since there is minimal risk to the lend-
er. After all, the lender holds title to the home
if you should default, and can always sell the
property.

But many homeowners are never even noti-
fied that they can discontinue their private
mortgage insurance, and just keep on paying
and paying and paying. It adds up to thou-
sands of dollars. Continuing to pay insurance
to protect the lender after a borrower no
longer represents a serious risk is an unjusti-
fied windfall to insurance companies, and an
unfair burden on homeowners. That practice
must stop, and our action today will insure that
it does stop.

Mr. Speaker, I give special credit to the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN) for bringing
this issue to the attention of our Committee on
Banking and Financial Services and for bring-
ing it to the attention of the full House of Rep-
resentatives.

The bill Congressman HANSEN introduced
initially would have required disclosure to
homebuyers, both at the mortgage signing and
in annual statements, of the precise conditions
that might enable them to cancel payments of
private mortgage insurance. But after Commit-
tee Members had time to reflect upon it, we
believed that that would be helpful but not
helpful enough. Some argued we should move
beyond disclosure and also create a right to
terminate, at least after certain conditions
were met.

Many thought that even that was insufficient
and we should go further still. This was my
position. Simple disclosure and creation of a
right to cancel is not enough. Unnecessary in-
surance payments should be terminated as a
matter of law. Certainly, no sensible borrower
would choose to pay for insurance to protect
a lender against the borrower’s own default
unless forced to do so.

Therefore, rather than create a right to re-
ject and cancel insurance, which any reason-
able person would always exercise, we argued
we should legislate instead the actual termi-
nation of the insurance once certain conditions
were met. That is an essential element of the
bill we have before us today.

The bill protects the consumer’s right to initi-
ate cancellation of the private mortgage insur-

ance once 20 percent of the mortgage is satis-
fied, and requires servicers to cancel a con-
sumer’s mortgage insurance once 22 percent
of the mortgage is satisfied.

Nonetheless, I am convinced we could have
and should have gone even further. For in-
stance, the bill does not afford the same auto-
matic cancellation rights to so-called high-risk
consumers, whose PMI will be canceled at the
half-life of the mortgage. The bill does direct
the housing enterprises, FNMA and Freddie
Mac, to establish industry guidelines defining
what constitutes a risky borrower.

I assume and hope, and will watch to see,
that the GSEs use their authority prudently.
But I want to be clear that this provision was
not included to enable lenders or investors to
circumvent the intent of this legislation or to
discriminate against certain types of borrow-
ers. We will be watching implementation of
this provision very closely.

With that in mind, I have asked that the bill
require the GAO to evaluate how the high-risk
exception is being applied, and report the find-
ings to the Congress after enactment.

With regard to state preemption, again, I
much preferred the House version. At least in
this case, the bill we have before us does pro-
tect state PMI cancellation and consumer laws
in effect prior to January 2, 1998, and pro-
vides those states, eight of them, two years to
revise and amend their laws: California, Min-
nesota, New York, Colorado, Connecticut,
Maryland, Massachusetts and Missouri.

I would have strongly preferred that the bill
simply respect the rights of all states to enact
stronger cancellation and disclosure laws, or
had allowed the eight states with laws on the
books to amend their laws without limitation.
But the Senate would not agree to this ap-
proach. Nonetheless, I am pleased that we
are now protecting stronger state consumer
laws in states like New York, where they al-
ready do exist.

All in all, this is a strong consumer bill. It
could have been stronger in some regards,
and we might make it even stronger in future
years. But it represents real and significant
progress for consumers. I urge my colleagues
now to join me in supporting S. 318.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYWORTH). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the Senate bill,
S. 318, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof),
the rules were suspended and the Sen-
ate bill, as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on S.
318, the Senate bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

ENFORCEMENT OF CHILD CUS-
TODY AND VISITATION ORDERS

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4164) to amend title 28, United
States Code, with respect to the en-
forcement of child custody and visita-
tion orders.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 4164

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. CHILD CUSTODY AND VISITATION DE-

TERMINATIONS.
Section 1738A of title 28, United States

Code is amended as follows:
(1) Subsection (a) is amended by striking

‘‘subsection (f) of this section, any child cus-
tody determination’’ and inserting ‘‘sub-
sections (f) and (g) of this section, any cus-
tody determination or visitation determina-
tion’’.

(2) Subsection (b)(2) is amended by striking
‘‘a parent’’ and inserting ‘‘, but not limited
to, a parent or grandparent or, in cases in-
volving a contested adoption, a person acting
as a parent’’.

(3) Subsection (b)(3) is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘or visitation’’;
(B) by striking ‘‘and’’ before ‘‘initial or-

ders’’; and
(C) by inserting before the semicolon at

the end the following: ‘‘, and includes de-
crees, judgments, orders of adoption, and or-
ders dismissing or denying petitions for
adoption’’.

(4) Subsection (b)(4) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(4)(A) except as provided in subparagraph
(B), ‘home State’ means—

‘‘(i) the State in which, immediately pre-
ceding the time involved, the child lived
with his or her parents, a parent, or a person
acting as a parent, with whom the child has
been living for at least six consecutive
months, a prospective adoptive parent, or an
agency with legal custody during a proceed-
ing for adoption, and

‘‘(ii) in the case of a child less than six
months old, the State in which the child
lived from birth, or from soon after birth,

and periods of temporary absence of any
such persons are counted as part of such 6-
month or other period; and

‘‘(B) in cases involving a proceeding for
adoption, ‘home State’ means the State in
which—

‘‘(i) immediately preceding commencement
of the proceeding, not including periods of
temporary absence, the child is in the cus-
tody of the prospective adoptive parent or
parents;

‘‘(ii) the child and the prospective adoptive
parent or parents are physically present and
the prospective adoptive parent or parents
have lived for at least six months; and

‘‘(iii) there is substantial evidence avail-
able concerning the child’s present or future
care;’’.

(5) Subsection (b)(5) is amended by insert-
ing ‘‘or visitation determination’’ after ‘‘cus-
tody determination’’ each place it appears.

(6) Subsection (b) is amended by striking
‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph (7), by strik-
ing the period at the end of paragraph (8) and
inserting ‘‘; and’’, and by adding after para-
graph (8) the following:

‘‘(9) ‘visitation determination’ means a
judgment, decree, or other order of a court
providing for the visitation of a child and in-
cludes permanent and temporary orders and
initial orders and modifications.’’.

(7) Subsection (c) is amended by striking
‘‘child custody determination’’ in the matter
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preceding paragraph (1) and inserting ‘‘cus-
tody determination or visitation determina-
tion’’.

(8) Subsection (c)(2)(D) is amended by add-
ing ‘‘or visitation’’ after ‘‘determine the cus-
tody’’.

(9) Subsection (d) is amended by striking
‘‘child custody determination’’ and inserting
‘‘custody determination or visitation deter-
mination’’.

(10) Subsection (e) is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘child custody determina-

tion’’ and inserting ‘‘custody determination
or visitation determination’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘a child’’ and inserting
‘‘the child concerned’’.

(11) Subsection (f) is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘determination of the cus-

tody of the same child’’ and inserting ‘‘cus-
tody determination’’;

(B) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘child’’
and by striking ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon;

(C) in paragraph (2) by striking the period
and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(D) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(3) in cases of contested adoption in which

the child has resided with the prospective
adoptive parent or parents for at least six
consecutive months, the court finds by clear
and convincing evidence that the court of
the other State failed to consider—

‘‘(A) the extent of the detriment to the
child in being moved from the child’s custo-
dial environment;

‘‘(B) the nature of the relationship between
the biological parent or parents and the
child;

‘‘(C) the nature of the relationship between
the prospective adoptive parent or parents
and the child; and

‘‘(D) the recommendation of the child’s
legal representative or guardian ad litem.
This subsection shall apply only if the party
seeking a new hearing has acted in good
faith and has not abused or attempted to
abuse the legal process.’’.

(12) Subsection (g) is amended by inserting
‘‘or visitation determination’’ after ‘‘custody
determination’’ each place it appears.

(13) Section 1738A is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(h) A court of a State may not modify a
visitation determination made by a court of
another State unless the court of the other
State has declined to exercise jurisdiction to
modify such determination.

‘‘(i) In all contested custody proceedings,
including adoption proceedings, undertaken
pursuant to this section, all proceedings and
appeals shall be expedited.

‘‘(j) In cases of conflicts between 2 or more
States, the district courts shall have juris-
diction to determine which of conflicting
custody determinations or visitation deter-
minations is consistent with the provisions
of this section or which State court is exer-
cising jurisdiction consistently with the pro-
visions of this section for purposes of sub-
section (g).’’.

(14) Subsection (c)(2) is amended—
(A) by inserting ‘‘or her’’ after ‘‘his’’ each

place it appears; and
(B) by inserting ‘‘or she’’ after ‘‘he’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. COBLE) and the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. COBLE).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 4164, the bill under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.
Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4164 is intended to

alleviate the legal, financial and emo-
tional hurdles that grandparents, who
have visitation rights to their grand-
children, must overcome in order to en-
force those rights if the children are
subsequently moved to another State.

Mr. Speaker, I have met with several
grandparents in my district, and the
accounts that they share with me re-
garding their inability, for various rea-
sons, to visit their grandchildren are
generously laced with pain and frustra-
tion. H.R. 4164, Mr. Speaker, ensures
that a visitation order granted to
grandparents in one State will be rec-
ognized in any State where the grand-
children may be moved and thereby
prevent grandchildren from losing con-
tact with a valuable part of their fam-
ily.

The bill also restores to Federal
courts subject matter jurisdiction to
determine which of two conflicting
State court custody determinations or
visitation determinations is valid
based on which State is exercising
proper jurisdiction. This will overturn
a 1988 Supreme Court decision which
held that various Federal courts did
not have such jurisdiction, even though
Federal courts had already been hear-
ing these type cases for years. The de-
cision resulted in conflicting State
court custody decisions with no mecha-
nisms to determine which order was
valid.

H.R. 4164 will reduce duplicate State
court proceedings. Though the number
of such cases may not be overwhelm-
ing, the emotional and financial bur-
dens that will be alleviated by this bill
for those children and families faced
with conflicting custody orders is im-
measurable.

This bill also gives State courts an
option whether or not to enforce the
Parental Kidnapping Prevention Act in
a limited number of interstate con-
tested adoption cases. In an interstate
contested adoption that has already
been ruled on in another State, a State
may exercise jurisdiction and modify
the decision if the other State had
failed to conduct a, ‘‘best interest of
the child analysis’’. Litigants who have
not acted in good faith or who have
abused or attempted to abuse the sys-
tem would not be eligible to utilize this
provision.

As I said earlier, Mr. Speaker, I
often, in my district, hear from grand-
parents about the many difficulties
they face in trying to achieve contact
with their grandchildren, and this is a
significant step forward in protecting
visitation rights for grandparents. This
is a good bill that will benefit children
and families involved in these cases,
and I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on H.R. 4164.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

The chairman of the subcommittee
has explained this well. I want to stress
in particular the importance of giving
due recognition to the role of grand-
parents, especially in today’s world.
Grandparents often find themselves in
a parental role. In fact, we are seeing a
good deal of grandparent involvement
in the raising of grandchildren, and the
law has simply not caught up with
that.

I think the point of giving recogni-
tion to the strong emotional ties be-
tween grandparents and grandchildren,
recognizing that grandparents, these
days, are as likely to have the best in-
terests of the children at heart as any
other, those are all very important and
I am delighted to support the legisla-
tion which adopts them.

The other part of the bill, which
deals with allowing the Federal courts
some substantive involvement, I say
there is some constitutional con-
troversy, but what persuades me this is
worth supporting is it sets forth a sub-
stantive standard of the best interest
of the child, and we have had too many
other competing kinds of interests ad-
vanced.

So for those two principles, to the ex-
tent that we can federally, arguing
that the best interest of the child
should be the deciding point in custody
cases, and recognizing the love and the
care that grandparents parental and
giving some protection to the grand-
parent-grandchildren bond, for those
two reasons, I very much support this
bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS).

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts for
yielding me this time.

I wish to thank the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. COBLE) of the sub-
committee, and the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. HYDE) of the full commit-
tee, as well as the ranking members,
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS) and the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. FRANK) for their help
in bringing this legislation to the floor.

Most American grandparents would
believe that after a hard fought, very
difficult, painful and expensive process
of winning the right to visit their
grandchildren in State court that they
have won that right permanently, or at
least until some negative circumstance
occurs. Many of them have been
shocked and chagrined to find out that
that is not the case. Very often, when
the child moves to another State, the
rights of the grandparents evaporate.

This legislation, which is based upon
legislation I authored last year, will
solve that problem. It will say that if
grandparents have rights to visit their
grandchild in New Jersey or North
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Carolina or Massachusetts, then they
have those rights irrespective of where
the child lives. If the child moves to
Arizona or Pennsylvania or to another
State, the rights move with the child.

I want to commend all my colleagues
for their involvement in this and spend
a minute in telling my colleagues how
I got involved in it. A constituent of
mine from Cherry Hill, New Jersey, by
the name of Josephine D’Antonio,
brought this problem to my attention
about 3 or 4 years ago, and it was
through learning of her story, as the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
COBLE) has learned from many stories
in his district, that we were able to
work together as Republicans and
Democrats to bring this bill to the
floor today. So I want to thank Mrs.
D’Antonio, Mr. Speaker, for her role in
making this happen.

I also want to thank Maureen
Doherty from my office, who has
worked tirelessly on this legislation
throughout her tenure here. She is
leaving us to go to law school in a cou-
ple of weeks. There are not many peo-
ple who help to write a law before they
become a lawyer or a law student, and
I commend her for that.

I also want to say that I have learned
of the importance of the bond between
grandparents and grandchildren in my
own heart and in my own life. I also
want to say the important lessons
many of us parental learned have been
in that way, and on behalf of my chil-
dren I wanted to thank their surviving
grandparents, Mrs. Phyllis Wolf, Mr.
Ernest Spinello and Mrs. Florence
Spinello for the lessons they have
taught us about that very important
bond.

Mr. Speaker, I am glad today we are
coming together so that grandparents
all across this country will be able to
walk into any courthouse in any State,
if they have received a court order, and
know that their right to participate in
the nurturing and love of their grand-
children will continue across State
lines.

I urge support of the bill and thank
its movers to the floor.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-
LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
New Jersey for his leadership on this
really very, very important issue, be-
cause it focuses on allowing for the lov-
ing and caring grandparents to have a
role in the lives of our children.

I thank the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. COBLE) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) for
their leadership, along with the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS)
and the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. FRANK) for recognizing the value
of grandparents.

Let me speak for myself. Personally,
I would like not to have to come to the

floor of the House on legislation like
this. I would like to think that families
are bonded and are together for life.

b 1600
We would like to think there is no

such thing as divorce. We would like to
think of the normal or at least, let me
correct myself, the family of old, the
extended family, where grandparents
and parents and children live together.
But we do have a different life and a
different life-style, and I believe it is
extremely important to reinforce that
when a grandparent receives visitation
in one State that every other State
must respect and enforce that court
order.

Nationwide, the percent of families
with children headed by a single parent
increased from 22 percent in 1985 to 26
percent in 1995. More than 75 percent of
older Americans are grandparents. This
legislation gives peace of mind and
comfort, but it also gives the oppor-
tunity for our children to be connected
with their history.

I, too, would like to pay tribute to
my children’s grandparents, Mr. and
Mrs. Lee, Mr. Lee now deceased; and
Mr. and Mrs. Jackson, Mr. Jackson
now deceased. This is an excellent
piece of legislation that helps bond our
families and applauds and respects
those grandparents and senior citizens
who spend so much of their life con-
tributing to the growth and nurturing
of our children.

Mr. Speaker, thank you for allowing me time
to speak on this important bill. As Chair of the
Congressional Children’s Caucus and as a
parent, I care deeply about this bill.

H.R. 4164 is a law which is to the benefit of
all family members. By enacting this legisla-
tion, we are requiring that when a grandparent
is awarded visitation in one State, then every
other State must respect and enforce that
court order.

This law allows loving and caring grand-
parents access to their grandchildren, and it
allows grandchildren the important experience
of sharing time with additional family members
who love and care about them, their grand-
parents.

In my home State of Texas the percentage
of children living in single parent homes has
increased by 33%.

Children growing up in single-parent house-
holds often do not have the same economic or
human resources available as those growing
up in 2 parent families. This law will make it
possible for additional adults to make a dif-
ference in their lives, to offer support and love
and guidance. Although some parents may
have difficulties in their relationships with their
adult children, a parent should not be able to
sever the relationship between grandparent
and grandchild—especially when the grand-
children and the grandparent have a meaning-
ful, established relationship and the grand-
parents have been granted visitation.

For grandchildren, grandparents are the link
to memories and family history. For grand-
parents, grandchildren are a link to the
present and the future. This bill will allow a
child to grow up with a sense of family history
and with additional love and guidance.

Our children are our future and their well-
being must be our focus. This bill recognizes

the importance of family connection and I sup-
port it on behalf of our Nation’s families and
our children.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, oftentimes we hear
about the partisan rancor that sur-
rounds our dealings here, and some-
times that is appropriate because of
the nature of the beast. But this is a
good example of how bipartisan co-
operation played into bringing this bill
to the floor.

My friend, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. FRANK), and my friend,
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
ANDREWS), did good work on this; the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS), the ranking member; the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), chair-
man of the full committee. We all had
our oars in the water. And with all that
has been said, I guess nothing further
needs to be said.

But let me say this. I would be re-
miss if I did not mention Debbie
Laman, counsel to the committee, who
worked very diligently in this matter
as well. But as has been said, Mr.
Speaker, the grandparent-grandchild
relationship is a cherished one that
should be encouraged and nurtured.

This bill before us today is designed
to promote this special relationship
and, hopefully, will result in the reso-
lution of problems that presently
plague not only grandparents but chil-
dren and families across our land.

I urge passage of this bill.
Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance

of my time.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HAYWORTH). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. COBLE) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 4164.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

HIRAM H. WARD FEDERAL BUILD-
ING AND UNITED STATES
COURTHOUSE

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I move to sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
2379) to designate the Federal building
and United States courthouse located
at 251 North Main Street in Winston-
Salem, North Carolina, as the ‘‘Hiram
H. Ward Federal Building and United
States Courthouse.’’

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 2379

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION.

The Federal building and United States
courthouse located at 251 North Main Street
in Winston-Salem, North Carolina, shall be
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known and designated as the ‘‘Hiram H.
Ward Federal Building and United States
Courthouse’’.
SEC. 2. REFERENCES.

Any reference in a law, map, regulation,
document, paper, or other record of the
United States to the Federal building re-
ferred to in section 1 shall be deemed to be
a reference to the ‘‘Hiram H. Ward Federal
Building and United States Courthouse’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. KIM) and the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. KIM).

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may; consume.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution, H.R.
2379, simply designates the Federal
building and United States courthouse
located in Winston-Salem, North Caro-
lina, as the ‘‘Hiram H. Ward Federal
Building and United States Court-
house.’’

Hiram H. Ward is a distinguished ju-
rist who sat on the Federal bench for
more than 20 years. He was born and
raised in North Carolina and served in
the United States Army Air Force dur-
ing World War II.

In 1972, President Nixon appointed
Mr. Ward to the Federal bench for the
Middle District of North Carolina. He
served on the Middle District as a
judge and as a chief judge in 1988, when
he elected to take senior status. How-
ever, even as a senior judge, Judge
Ward continued to sit for an additional
6 years for the First Circuit Court of
Appeals.

This is a fitting tribute to a dedi-
cated public servant. I support the bill,
and I urge my colleagues to support
the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. WATT), the great baseball pitcher
of the Democrat side.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I want to rise in support of
this bill. I was not expecting to speak
in front of some of my colleagues from
North Carolina who were the original
sponsors of this bill. But I think all of
us hold Judge Hiram Ward in such high
esteem that we will all be lining up
here to say some goods things about
him.

I personally, when I was practicing
law, had the privilege of trying at least
one case in front of him that I can re-
member. I may have repressed some
others that I tried in front of him, but
I do remember at least one case that I
tried in front of him. And this tribute
is especially fitting to Judge Ward, be-
cause not only did he serve for a long,
long period on the Federal bench, but
he was actually instrumental in the de-
sign and development of this particular
courthouse in the Winston-Salem area,
which, actually, the courthouse is in
my congressional district.

So I just want to thank the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.

COBLE), whose idea it was, and the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
BURR), who has joined with the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
COBLE) and myself and other members
of the North Carolina delegation in
support of this legislation.

But, most importantly, we want to
thank Judge Ward for his long service
and dedication to the Federal judiciary
and encourage our colleagues to sup-
port this bill so that we can get this
courthouse named for him. It is cer-
tainly a worthy venture.

I thank the gentleman for yielding
me time and exaggerating my baseball
exploits.

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 min-
utes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. COBLE).

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from California (Mr. KIM)
for his assistance in developing this
bill. And I want to say to my friends,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFI-
CANT) and the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. WATT), I do not think
you embellished his prowess. I think he
did a good job on the mound and that
was well-deserved.

This could develop into a turf battle,
except we all get along very well, Mr.
Speaker. I have extended my tentacles
into a county that is represented by
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. WATT), the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. BURR), and the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
BALLENGER).

I guess my coming into play in this
bill is unique in that I did practice be-
fore Judge Ward and Judge Gordon
when they were what I called the Dy-
namic Duo in those days in the Middle
District. And I do not know that it has
been said, but I am sure the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. BURR) will
remind us when it comes his time, but
Judge Ward did receive his law degree
from Wake Forest University in 1950.
The gentleman from California (Mr.
KIM) may have mentioned that.

During the time of years in which he
was in practice, he became known as
one of the most distinguished trial law-
yers in North Carolina. He is highly re-
garded not only in the Middle District
of North Carolina but the Fourth Cir-
cuit as well and, for that matter,
throughout the Federal judiciary.

It has been said, Mr. Speaker and my
colleagues, that a judge’s temperament
is as significant to his success on the
bench as his academic credentials. I
concur with that statement, Mr.
Speaker; and permit me, if you will, to
illustrate the temperament of Judge
Ward.

I revert 21⁄2 decades. It was the first
day that he held court in the Middle
District in Durham. I had the privilege
of being there that day, and the first
order of business was a naturalization
ceremony in which a German woman
became an American citizen. Keep in
mind, this was Judge Ward’s first day
on the bench.

After citizenship was conferred upon
her, she began to weep ever so softly

and then her weeping developed into
more noticeable sobbing and it became
a distraction in the courtroom because
it appeared that she was in obvious dis-
comfort.

I will never forget the manner in
which Judge Ward resolved that prob-
lem. He said to her, ‘‘Madam, may the
court assist you in any way?’’ And then
she continued to sob even more notice-
ably. Then she said to the judge, after
she regained her composure, she said,
‘‘Your Honor, these are tears of joy, for
the most part,’’ she said. But she said,
‘‘I am weeping because I am happy to
be an American citizen. But I am weep-
ing also because I think of my family
and friends in Germany who are not
able to be here with me to share this
very obvious day of celebration for
me.’’

Judge Ward then said to her, and I
remember it as if it were yesterday, he
said, ‘‘Madam, most people in this
courtroom are Americans as a result of
residence of parents at their time of
birth.’’ He said, ‘‘You, Madam, are an
American by choice.’’ And then she
began to weep even more, but those
were tears of joy.

I said to a bystander when Judge
Ward uttered those words, I said to
him, ‘‘He has the proper judicial tem-
perament.’’ My words were prophetic.
He did indeed express and still does his
senior status.

But I appreciate the comments of my
colleague, the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. WATT). I look forward it
hearing from Mr. BURR as well.

Again, I thank the gentleman from
California (Mr. KIM) and his fine sub-
committee and the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) for having moved
this bill along. I cannot think of a
more fitting tribute to a gentleman
who, as a respected jurist and citizen,
has contributed so much to his commu-
nity and to his country.

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. BURR).

(Mr. BURR of North Carolina asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BURR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support today of H.R.
2379. As an original cosponsor of this
legislation, I believe this is an excel-
lent opportunity to provide a fitting
tribute to a great North Carolinian,
Judge Hiram Ward.

Judge Ward is known throughout
North Carolina as a distinguished vet-
eran, attorney, and Federal judge.
After his plane was shot down in a
World War II mission over Burma,
Judge Ward was decorated with the
Purple Heart and Air Medal and soon
returned to the United States dedi-
cated to his education and his career.

Following his military service, he
was quickly accepted and enrolled as a
student in Wake Forest College, and
not university at that time, where a
course in business law became his gate-
way to a distinguished career as a pri-
vate attorney.
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Judge Ward went on to serve 20 years

as a private attorney, gaining the high-
est respect from his peers and col-
leagues for his devotion, his honesty
and perseverance in his work. Judge
Ward’s passion and dedication to his
work is echoed still today by his peers
and colleagues in the North Carolina
Federal District Court and the Fourth
Circuit. This reputation ultimately
earned Judge Ward an appointment to
the Federal bench by President Rich-
ard Nixon in 1972. In 1982, he became
chief judge, where he would stay until
1988, when he elected to take his senior
status.

Mr. Speaker, Judge Ward is a man of
commitment, service, and honor. He
has provided North Carolina with the
kind of service and dedication that I
can only hope for in our future. It is
my sincere belief that the legislation
currently before this House to des-
ignate the Federal Building at 251
North Main Street in Winston-Salem,
North Carolina, as the ‘‘Hiram H. Ward
Federal Building and United States
Courthouse’’ is both a fitting tribute
for a man who gave so much selfless
service to his country and to the people
of North Carolina.

b 1615

I thank the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. COBLE) for his sponsor-
ship of this legislation and for the rest
of the North Carolina delegation who
in a very bipartisan way supported this
tribute to Hiram Ward. I think I can
best say, in summation, that though
we are here to rename a building in
recognition to the good work and the
dedication of Hiram Ward, in fact his
reward has already been felt in the city
of Winston-Salem and in the State of
North Carolina by his accomplish-
ments, his deeds and his commitment
to the people of our great State.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I do
not know Judge Ward, and I never met
Judge Ward, but I know the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. COBLE), and
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. BURR), and the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. WATT) and the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
BALLENGER), and we received numerous
letters that our subcommittee under
the diligent leadership of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. KIM) re-
searched and reviewed, and not one of
those was to the contrary.

So I would just like to say that I
would first ask that those letters be
spread upon the record, and, second of
all, for brevity sake, just summarize by
saying there is a unanimous agreement
from all concerned on Judge Ward’s
outstanding contributions to our Na-
tion and to that district court system

and that I am proud to join with the
chief sponsor, the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. COBLE) and all the
North Carolina delegation and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. KIM) in
supporting this resolution. I ask that
this bill be passed.

The letters referred to are as follows:
HENDRICK LAW FIRM,

Winston-Salem, NC, November 3, 1997.
Congressman HOWARD COBLE,
W. Market Street,
Greensboro, NC.

TO THE HONORABLE HOWARD COBLE: I was
fortunate enough to serve as a law clerk to
Judge Hiram Ward in the United States Fed-
eral Court for the Middle District of North
Carolina from 1973 to 1975. It was an honor to
work for a principled and intelligent judge.
Judge Ward has certainly served the Middle
District with distinction and integrity.

I know that he made some personal sac-
rifices in order to maintain his offices in
Winston-Salem. I think it would be highly
appropriate if the U.S. Courthouse in Win-
ston-Salem is named in honor of Judge Ward.
I understand that you are submitting legisla-
tion to this effect and wanted to whole-
heartedly support this legislation. Please let
me know if I can do anything to assist.

Sincerely,
T. PAUL HENDRICK.

WACHOVIA,
Winston-Salem, NC, November 3, 1997.

Congressman HOWARD COBLE,
W. Market Street,
Greensboro, NC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN COBLE: I have just
learned that you recently submitted a bill to
Congress which, if enacted, would name the
U.S. Courthouse in Winston-Salem in honor
of Judge Hiram H. Ward. As a former law
clerk for Judge Ward, I am absolutely de-
lighted that you have submitted this bill and
stand ready to support this legislation in
any way that I can. For brevity’s sake, and
because I know it is unnecessary to do so, I
will not set forth all of the reasons the
courthouse should be named in honor of
Judge Ward; I know that you are well aware
of his distinguished career and outstanding
reputation as a jurist. Suffice it to say, I
cannot imagine any individual being more
deserving than Judge Ward for this honor.

Again, thank you for introducing this leg-
islation, and please do not hesitate to con-
tact me if I may be of assistance in any way.

Best regards.
Very truly yours,

JAMES P. HUTCHERSON,
Counsel.

WACHOVIA,
Winston-Salem, NC, November 3, 1997.

Hon. HOWARD COBLE,
Member of Congress,
Greensboro, NC.

DEAR HOWARD: I have just received a letter
from Fred Crumpler indicating that you
have recently submitted a bill to Congress
which would name the United States Court-
house in Winston-Salem in honor of Judge
Hiram Ward.

I just wanted you to know I support that
bill 100% and personally am very appre-
ciative that you would submit it to the Con-
gress.

Judge Ward is one of the finest men and
clearly one of the most outstanding judges I
have ever encountered, and naming the
Courthouse in Winston after him would bring
honor not only to him but to Winston-Salem
and all members of the bar.

Thank you for your efforts in this regard.
If I can be of service in any way, please do
not hesitate to call upon me.

With best personal regards and good wish-
es, I am

Sincerely,
KENNETH W. MCALLISTER.

SARA LEE CORPORATION,
Winston-Salem, NC, November 3, 1997.

Congressman HOWARD COBLE,
W. Market Street,
Greensboro, NC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN COBLE: I recently
learned of the bill you have submitted to
Congress which, if enacted, would name the
U.S. Courthouse in Winston-Salem in honor
of Judge Hiram Ward. Having had the privi-
leges of serving as one of Judge Ward’s law
clerks, appearing as a practicing attorney in
his court and serving as Sara Lee’s rep-
resentative as a party to cases heard by him,
I wholeheartedly support your efforts regard-
ing this bill.

Judge Ward has been a tireless servant to
the Federal Courts and always has merited
the respect of counsel and parties appearing
before him. Thank you for working to honor
him in this manner.

Yours very truly,
LEON E. PORTER, Jr.,

Chief Counsel, Personal Products.

ROBINSON & LAWING,
Winston-Salem, NC, November 3, 1997.

Hon. HOWARD COBLE,
West Market Street,
Greensboro, NC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN COBLE: It was my
privilege to serve as a law clerk for The Hon-
orable Hiram H. Ward in 1989 and 1990. In ad-
dition to providing valuable exposure to
some of the more practical aspects of trial
practice, that experience gave me a deep in-
sight into the integrity, conscientiousness,
and fairness that Judge Ward personifies,
both on and off the bench. I remember, and
continue to be impressed by, the unani-
mously high regard that others held for
Judge Ward, not only attorneys, court per-
sonnel and witnesses, but his colleagues in
the Federal District Courts of North Caro-
lina and the Fourth Circuit, as well. I believe
that Judge Ward’s level of service and com-
mitment to the Federal Bench and to the
Bar of Forsyth County and the Middle Dis-
trict has been, and will likely remain, with-
out parallel.

I wholeheartedly support and appreciate
your proposed legislation that would name
the U.S. Courthouse in Winston-Salem in
honor of Judge Ward. I cannot think of a
more fitting tribute for a gentleman who has
contributed so much, not only as a respected
jurist, but as a citizen, to his community
and to his country.

Yours very truly,
JOHN N. TAYLOR, Jr.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I do not have
any other speakers at this time, and I,
too, yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WATTS of North Carolina). The ques-
tion is on the motion offered by the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
COBLE) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2379.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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J.J. ‘‘JAKE’’ PICKLE FEDERAL

BUILDING

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I move to sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
3223) to designate the Federal building
located at 300 East 8th Street in Aus-
tin, Texas, as the ‘‘J.J. ‘Jake’ Pickle
Federal Building’’.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3223

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION.

The Federal building located at 300 East
8th Street in Austin, Texas, shall be known
and designated as the ‘‘J.J. ‘Jake’ Pickle
Federal Building’’.
SEC. 2. REFERENCES.

Any reference in a law, map, regulation,
document, paper, or other record of the
United States to the Federal building re-
ferred to in section 1 shall be deemed to be
a reference to the ‘‘J.J. ‘Jake’ Pickle Federal
Building’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. KIM) and the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. KIM).

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Again this resolution designates the
Federal building located in Austin,
Texas, as the J.J. Jake Pickle Federal
Building. A former colleague, Jake
Pickle was a dedicated public servant
who served his constituents well during
his career in this House which spanned
over 30 years. He was born and raised in
Texas and served in the United States
Navy during World War II. He was
elected to fill a vacant congressional
seat in 1963 and was reelected to the
seat for 15 successive Congresses.

During his tenure in Congress, Con-
gressman Pickle was a strong advocate
of civil rights issues and equal opportu-
nities for women and minorities. He sat
as Chair of the Committee on Ways and
Means’ Subcommittee on Oversight
and Subcommittee on Social Security.
It is a fitting honor for Congressman
Pickle and the people he served.

I support this bill and urge my col-
leagues to support the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield as much time as he may consume
to the gentleman from Austin, Texas
(Mr. DOGGETT), the new Congressman
who has done an outstanding job and
whose persistence ensured that this
legislation and this honor is bestowed
on Mr. Pickle.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, my
thanks to the ranking member, my
friend and colleague from Ohio (Mr.
TRAFICANT), and to the chairman of the
committee for their favorable rec-
ommendation on this piece of legisla-
tion. It is with the greatest pleasure
that I authored and now join in pre-
senting this legislation as a tribute to
the outstanding public service of Jake

Pickle by naming the Federal Building
in Austin in his honor.

For 31 years, from the time that I
personally was a senior at Austin High
School with his daughter, Peggy, until
the day I was sworn in as a Congress-
man representing the same district
here in this House in 1995, Jake Pickle
was the only Congressman who ever
represented me, and he did that and his
representation for all of us in central
Texas with the very greatest distinc-
tion. For all but 3 of his 31 years in of-
fice, the first 3, he officed on East
Eighth Street in Austin, Texas, in the
building that will now bear his name.

This is not, of course, the first struc-
ture in our community to bear his
name. Our future in central Texas is al-
ready marked with the Pickle Research
Campus and Complex at the University
of Texas, and I am sure that this will
not be the last such physical reminder
of all that those decades of service
have meant to our neighbors there in
the Travis County and the broader cen-
tral Texas area.

James Jerald ‘‘Jake’’ Pickle was
born in 1913 up in Big Spring, Texas,
and a few years back I had the pleasure
of attending one of his many birthday
parties and found that there must be
something really good up there in Big
Springs in the springs because there
were a number of people that he went
to public school there in Howard Coun-
ty with who were there, and they
brought the same degree of enthusiasm
that I have always seen in his work as
our Congressman.

Jake went on to get his degree at the
University of Texas in Austin back in
1938 where he served as Student Body
President. He later worked as an area
director for the National Youth Admin-
istration under President Roosevelt,
and he served 31⁄2 years in the Navy, as
was mentioned, and I understand he
even had a career as a night watchman
over here in the Cannon Office Building
where he later officed.

Upon returning to Austin though
after World War II, he worked in radio
at KVET in public relations. He served
as the director of the Texas State
Democratic Executive Committee and
as a member of the Texas Employment
Commission. It was from his position
at TEC that he resigned to run for Con-
gress in 1963.

He has established himself through-
out his career as someone who is will-
ing to stand up and be counted for what
he believes in.

It was only a short time after he ar-
rived here in Washington that he faced
the challenging decision, given the
times, of whether to vote for the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, and he joined five
other Members from the Southern
States who voted for that legislation
and still tells the tale of getting the
call at I believe it was about 2:00 in the
morning from President Johnson com-
mending him on his support for the
Civil Rights Act, and he went on the
next year to support the Voting Rights
Act and to continue his work on behalf

of a broad range of people from our
community in having opportunities for
all of us to participate and share in the
greatness of America. The service that
he rendered was, of course, closely re-
lated to the service of President Lyn-
don Johnson, and President Johnson
and of course still Lady Bird Johnson
remain close friends of Congressman
Pickle.

Naming this building in Austin in
Congressman Pickle’s honor is particu-
larly important and appropriate be-
cause it was constructed during Presi-
dent Johnson’s administration and still
has there President Johnson’s Texas
apartment and office that he used dur-
ing his Presidency, and it is preserved
today in about the same fashion that
he left it in 1973.

Jake has so many great stories that
only he can tell in the appropriate way
about the Great Society, about Presi-
dent Johnson and his work on that. All
of it is really the stuff of political leg-
end in Texas. He stands certainly as
one of the few remaining personal his-
torians of one have America’s greatest
Presidents.

Jake also distinguished himself, and
I know others will speak of this, in his
work on the House Committee on Ways
and Means. He served as the Chair of
the Committee on House Oversight
where he focused on issues concerning
the Internal Revenue Service, concern-
ing the Medicare system and trying to
be sure that waste and fraud were
eliminated in Medicare. He also served
as the chairman of the Subcommittee
on Social Security back in the 98th
Congress and is widely credited with
shepherding through major Social Se-
curity reform that extended the life of
the Social Security system.

But I think when folks back home in
Texas think of him, they think not of
all of his many votes and important
committee work here in Congress, but
they think of him as a person that, re-
gardless of age, they call and feel com-
fortable in calling ‘‘Jake’’ because he
was there when they had an individual
problem or concern. His reputation for
effective and efficient constituent serv-
ice and community involvement is ab-
solutely legendary. He set the highest
standard for any Member of Congress,
certainly for me, to emulate.

Not only did he engage in tireless ad-
vocacy on behalf of his constituents, he
also deserves a reputation for giving
selflessly of his time and seemingly
boundless energies for our community.

Recently Jake and his daughter
Peggy Pickle have authored a book
about his life and reflections on his
service here that many of our Members
have obtained. It is a book that con-
tains many wonderful anecdotes about
Congress, LBJ and Texas politics, and
it makes very clear his philosophy. He
not only felt that each of us have a re-
sponsibility to one another, but that
government has a responsibility to
each of us to be fair and to be compas-
sionate. He viewed that responsibility
as both a duty and an honor, and while
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he never took himself too seriously and
always had that great sense of humor
that he brought to his work, he took
this duty as a representative of govern-
ment very seriously indeed, and he still
does.

These days, while Jake is retired
from Congress, he is hardly retiring,
but he is working very hard there in
Austin. He has continued energetic in-
volvement particularly in questions in-
volving our transportation system. He
is invaluable. He continues to inspire
us and to provide great counsel to
many of us who serve in public office.

Based on these and other accomplish-
ments that are too numerous to men-
tion, I know that Congress will move
promptly to name the Federal Building
in Austin in Jake’s honor, and short of
having the security guards there pass
out those plastic green pickles that all
of us have to everyone who enters, I
cannot think of a more fitting way to
remind future generations of Texas
how much he has really done for us.
With 31 years of service to this commu-
nity and to its people, J.J. ‘‘Jake’’
Pickle deserves nothing less than this
very permanent memorial.

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 min-
utes to the distinguished gentleman
from New York (Mr. HOUGHTON).

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to follow up on the words of
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DOGGETT) and talk a little bit about
Mr. Pickle.

I am honored to be able to stand here
and endorse the naming of this Federal
Building in Houston in the name of J.J.
‘‘Jake’’ Pickle. As my colleagues know,
many times this is a now community,
out of sight, out of mind, because there
is so much going on here. But it is not
so with Jake Pickle. He was a real
hero.

He was, first of all, as others have
said, a national hero, having been a
great member of the United States
Navy during World War II; certainly a
congressional hero in terms of the leg-
islation which he was part of, passed,
supported and also his work on the
Committee on Ways and Means.

I am not a resident of Austin, Texas,
but I remember going down with the
Committee on Ways and Means, and
Jake was our host, and he is a real folk
hero in that area. I can understand it,
having known him and worked with
him, but one has to go down there to
see it to appreciate his association
with that great community and the
people in it.

Also, frankly, he is a personal hero. I
worked with Jake in many different
ways. The one I think I remember best
is working with him on the Committee
on Ways and Means and the Sub-
committee on Oversight. The Repub-
licans at that point were in the minor-
ity, and I was the ranking member on
the minority side. That never bothered
Jake. He never made a decision, and he
never sort of threw his leadership
around without checking with me. He
did not have to, it was not necessary,

but with all the discussion of biparti-
sanship and civility, he represented it,
he lived it, he spoke it and was a won-
derful, wonderful example to me.

So all I can say is, ‘‘Jake, if you ever
will read the record of this proceedings,
I love you, you’re a great man, and
you’re a standard for which this insti-
tution, all of us, strive to reach.’’

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
JACKSON-LEE).
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Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I thank
the gentleman from California and the
gentleman from Ohio both for their
leadership. It may not seem that these
are the most crucial aspects of our leg-
islative business, but to each of these
gentlemen, let me say that they make
many people in our respective States
extremely happy and extremely
pleased, and give honor to those who
deserve honor.

I am delighted to rise as a Texan to
pay tribute to J.J. ‘‘Jake’’ Pickle.
Many of you had the honor with serv-
ing with him, of which I did not. But I
bring a special perspective to this trib-
ute to Jake, as he is affectionately
called, recognizing his service in World
War II, but also recognizing his battle
in the war of civil rights.

I would not be standing here today,
nor would my predecessors, the es-
teemed and honorable Barbara Jordan,
Mickey Leland and Craig Washington,
for this seat was created after the pas-
sage of the 1965 Voter Rights Act. This
was the first seat that elected an Afri-
can American to the United States
Congress since reconstruction from the
State of Texas, and certainly the first
seat that elected an African American
woman from the deep South to go to
the United States Congress.

Do not let anyone tell you that this
was an easy choice for Jake Pickle; but
for him it was the right choice, and he
believed in what he did, and he contin-
ued to believe in the equality and the
freedom and justice for all.

He was not on the Committee on the
Judiciary, and as I noted, he was from
the deep State of Texas, the Yellow
Rose State, and, for many, that could
have been the appropriate cover not to
vote for any civil rights during the
time he did. But Jake Pickle saw the
right way, and he recognized the deep
segregation in Texas and realized that
it was wrong.

Jake, I pay tribute to you, and I
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DOGGETT) for his leadership on giving
to Jake his flowers before his end.

He is vibrant all right, and he is lead-
ing us in many different ways. He was
proud to be an American, proud to be a
Texan, and, yes, he is proud to be a
Democrat. He served in the United
States Congress for 31 years, and he
took some very serious votes and did
some great works as a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means. As a
Congresswoman from the 18th Congres-

sional District, a district that is only
one of two that has elected an African
American from the State of Texas,
knowing that we all are created equal,
my special thanks to Jake for his vote
for the 1964 Civil Rights Act and his
vote for the 1965 Voters Rights Act.

While he was visiting the White
House, as I close, he was meeting with
President Johnson and Jack Valenti,
and Jack thanked him for his vote on
the 1964 Voter Rights Act, and he said,
‘‘Mr. President Johnson, well, it was a
tough one, and I am sure glad that it is
over.’’

President Johnson was listening, and
he said ‘‘Jake, that was a tough vote,
but you will be in Congress for another
20 years,’’ and, of course, as I said,
Jake was in Congress for 31 years, ‘‘and
you will probably have a civil rights
vote every year from now on. We have
just started civil rights reform, and we
are 200 years behind. We have a long
way to catch up. So don’t think for a
second you have got your vote behind
you.’’

As usual, the President, President
Johnson was right, and the fight did go
on. And I can assure you, our friend
Jake was right there in the midst and
helped create for us many victories
that declared that we all are created
equal and we all stand equal under the
sun.

Thank you, Jake, and congratula-
tions on this honor. I support this leg-
islation and look forward to seeing
Jake in future years taking his rightful
place as one of our true American he-
roes.

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILMAN).

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to rise in strong support of
naming the Federal building in Austin,
Texas, after our good colleague, former
colleague, Jake Pickle, who we hon-
ored in Washington very recently; not
only a veteran in our military, but a
veteran in the House, and did so much
for so many, particularly for our sen-
iors. It is a great honor and a privilege
to join in the debate supporting the
naming of the Federal building in his
honor.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BENT-
SEN).

(Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time
and thank the chairman and ranking
member of the subcommittee for bring-
ing this bill to the floor.

Jake Pickle was a student of the ‘‘old
school of politics.’’ Raised in the small
Texas town of Roscoe, Jake never for-
got his rural roots. Jake belongs to a
dwindling group of Texas politicians
who were the protegees of another
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great Texan, President Lyndon Baines
Johnson. In fact, Jake represented the
same Texas district as President John-
son had once before and our colleague,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DOGGETT) now represents. In fact, as
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DOGGETT) was telling me, that district
used to run not just around Travis
County, but ran all the way to Harris
County at the time that Jake was first
elected.

He wore many hats during his politi-
cal career, serving as a campaign man-
ager, Congressional aid, Congressman
and an adviser to LBJ. After graduat-
ing from the University of Texas at
Austin, he became the area director of
the National Youth Administration. He
then went on to serve 31⁄2 years in the
Navy in the Pacific during the Second
World War.

When he got back, he went into the
radio business in Austin and then reen-
tered politics in 1957 as the director of
the Texas State Democratic Executive
Committee, which at that time was
considered a contact sport.

In 1961, he was appointed a member
of the Texas Employment Commission,
resigning in 1963 to run for Congress.
Some could say that it was the pickle-
shaped campaign pins and recipe books
that got him elected in 1964, but that
would only be a small part of his suc-
cess. It was Jake’s great sense of know-
ing what the people want from their
government that got him elected. His
decades of experience in the public
service prior to being elected to office
gave Jake the tools he needed to be a
Congressman. His warm personality
and natural leadership skills made him
a legend. I might add that having Beryl
probably made the district.

As a member of Congress, where he
served on the Committee on Ways and
Means, Jake managed to involve him-
self in just about every major issue in
his committee, from Social Security to
trade to the complete revision of the
Tax Code in 1986.

As chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means Subcommittee on
Oversight and the Subcommittee on
Social Security, Jake exercised broad
mandate. In 1983, as the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Social Security,
Jake was convinced that the way to
save the Social Security System from
a long-term collapse was to raise the
retirement age. While others wanted to
solve long-term financing problems
with eventual increases in the payroll
tax, Jake unexpectedly prevailed on
the floor in what was the most impres-
sive and significant victory of his ca-
reer, and what was then the Pickle-
Pepper amendment to the Social Secu-
rity reform bill.

Jake fought long and hard for the el-
derly. The effort in 1983 to save Social
Security is the best example of the
many attempts to improve their lives.
To Jake, the elderly were the backbone
of our society, helping America stand
tall. For this reason, he did everything
he could in Congress and in his com-

mittees and subcommittees to ensure
the elderly would receive proper care
and maintain financial stability.

Every once in a while one can find a
leader and a politician as great as Jake
Pickle. I have to say, while I did not
have the opportunity to serve with Mr.
Pickle as a Member of the House, I did
have the opportunity as a member of
the staff to the House during his tenure
here. It was something that every year
when the Texas State Society, which
continues to meet on Fathers Day for
its annual Fathers Day picnic, Jake
and Beryl would be out there. And
while I did not get to serve with them,
I did get to play horseshoes with them
on a couple of occasion. That is how he
was every year of his service for the 31
years he was here, and even today,
when he comes back to visit us and
join us at the weekly Wednesday Texas
Delegation Lunch to tell us how things
were done before he was in Congress,
while he was in Congress, and how we
ought to be doing them now. I con-
gratulate the chairman and ranking
member for bringing this bill.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I know Jake Pickle, I
served with Jake Pickle, and I know
that Jake Pickle is deserving of this
honor, and I am, too, proud, as other
colleagues have spoken, to be a part of
this legislation.

One thing about Jake Pickle, he was
not yellow. He had a backbone, not a
wishbone, a backbone, and very few of
us may realize the pressure he had
when he was one of only five Southern
leaders to pass President Johnson’s
Civil Rights Act of 1964, amidst great
pressure and attacks from those who
thought otherwise.

Men like Jake Pickle have created an
opportunity for all Americans that
were not gifted with an automatic
entry into our mainstream. But I want
to just make a few comments on the
Congressman that I knew, and how he
helped me personally in a couple areas
where we changed IRS law.

He helped me to pass legislation that
requires the IRS to have a training
program for all their agents so they do
not abuse our taxpayers. Also he
helped me pass legislation that allows
an abused taxpayer now to sue the IRS.
Then Jake worked on legislation with
me and others to raise the limits for
such lawsuits from $100,000 to $1 mil-
lion. He also helped to promote, over a
period of years, my legislation to make
it tougher for the IRS to seize our
property and to help us change the bur-
den of proof in a civil tax case that has
recently been passed with the help of
Republican leadership, and I am appre-
ciative of that.

Jake Pickle may be watching. If he
is, thank you, Jake. Thanks for all you
did for the American people, and
thanks for your tough and courageous
stand. You are most deserving of this
honor and tribute.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 3223, A Bill Designating the

J.J. ‘‘Jake’’ Pickle Federal Building in Austin,
Texas. This is a fitting tribute to an unique
Texan and former Member of Congress.

Congressman Pickle is a legend even by
Texas standards. He put himself through col-
lege during the Depression, worked for Presi-
dent Roosevelt’s National Youth Administra-
tion, served in the Pacific during World War II,
started a radio station in Central Texas, and
represented Texas’ Tenth Congressional Dis-
trict from 1963 to 1995. During his long and
distinguished career in the Congress, Jake
Pickle prided himself as a protector of small
businesses and a specialist in the Social Se-
curity system.

Over the years, Congressman Pickle man-
aged to involve himself in every major issue
that confronted the Ways and Means Commit-
tee, from Social Security to trade to the com-
plete revision of the tax code.

During the 98th Congress, Jake Pickle
chaired the Ways and Means Social Security
Subcommittee. As chairman of that sub-
committee, he was convinced that the way to
save the Social Security system from a long-
term collapse was to raise the retirement age.
Democratic leaders, including Thomas P.
O’Neill and Claude Pepper, wanted to solve
long-term financing problems with eventual in-
creases in the payroll tax. Few expected Pick-
le would prevail on the floor, but he did.

Through months of argument over what to
do about Social Security, Pickle and Pepper
were the spokesmen for two diametrically op-
posite points of view. During floor consider-
ation, the House chose Jake Pickle’s ap-
proach, which later became law. This victory
represents the culmination of a long personal
struggle for Jake Pickle to put the Social Se-
curity system on a sound personal footing.

Most everyone knows Jake Pickle as a polit-
ical protege of President Lyndon B. Johnson.
Congressman Pickle was a campaign man-
ager and a Congressional aide to Johnson be-
fore World War II and an advisor in Johnson’s
1948 Senate campaign. Jake always spoke
reverently about President Johnson and his
commitment and dedication is a testament to
their friendship.

Congressman Pickle is also known for his
storytelling ability. In 1997, shortly after his re-
tirement from the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, Jake Pickle wrote a book with his
daughter in which he recalled some of the
many adventures he has had during his politi-
cal career. One of my favorite is featured in
Chapter 35 of Jake:

In 1957 or 1958 Governor Price Daniel and I
were in El Paso attending a state democratic
Executive Committee meeting. About that
time the state of Chihuahua and Texas were
instigating a program to eradicate the yel-
low boll weevil. So the Governor was in El
Paso to officially give credence to the boll
weevil eradication program as well. Jean
Daniel was in El Paso with her husband.

Our party stayed at El Paso’s Del Norte
Hotel, the finest in town. One night after our
meeting, Price and Jean, Hazel and Bob
Haynsworth, and I decided to go across the
border to Juarez.

The Haynsworths knew a bar in Juarez
with a good band and a floor show, and Bob
Haynsworth called ahead to speak to the
manager. The Manager was told that the
Governor of Texas would be in our party, and
we wished no publicity. The manager said we
did him a great honor. Absolutamente! He
would respect our privacy.

When our group arrived at the bar, we were
seated at a big table near the band. Now,
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Governor Daniel was a Baptist and a tee-
totaler. Officially, he never drank. But he
liked Cokes. Every time we went someplace
people would offer Daniel a drink, and he’d
always decline, saying, ‘‘Well thank you, but
I don’t drink.’’ People expected this, but al-
ways felt they had to offer the governor a
drink anyway.

But sometimes Daniel would add, ‘‘I’ll take
a Coke, though. Jake, why don’t you get me
a Coke?’’ And I would—but I’d have the bar-
tender pour a shot of bourbon in it. Daniel
never mentioned the bourbon—but he always
asked me to get his Cokes. It was a little
game we played for years, one which allowed
Daniel to follow his religion, but enjoy a lit-
tle socializing with a clear conscience.

However, Coke or no Coke, the last thing
Daniel wanted was to be recognized in a bar,
even a Mexican bar with no constituents.

Everything went fine for a few minutes.
Then the band, which had been playing lively
Mexican melodies, suddenly stopped, then
executed a drum-roll flourish. The Governor
and I looked at each other and thought, ‘‘Uh
oh.’’ He sank lower in his seat.

Then the bandleader announced into the
mike, ‘‘We are proud to have with us tonight
the Governor of the State of Texas’’—An-
other drum roll—‘‘the honorable Price Dan-
iel!’’ Amid the fanfare, a white spotlight
swept the dark bar and came to rest on our
table.

Nobody moved. Daniel kept his head down.
Again, the announcer said, ‘‘Damas y ca-

balleros, permitanme presentarles el
gobernador del estado de Tejas!’’ Another
drum roll and the bright spotlight on our
table.

Still no movement from Price.
With the spotlight still on us, a third time

the announcer called, ‘‘Please! Will the Gov-
ernor of Texas stand and be recognized?’’

Finally Jean leaned over and whispered ur-
gently, ‘‘Jake, for goodness sake, will you do
it?’’ And Daniel said, ‘‘Jake, I bet you’ve al-
ways wanted to be Governor—here’s your
chance.’’

So I got to my feet and grinned and waved
to thunderous applause, as the band struck
up ‘‘The Eyes of Texas.’’ I must admit, I got
a great reception.

Boll weevils and politicians. We’re jus’
lookin’ for a home.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to have served
with Congressman Jake Pickle and will be for-
ever grateful for his friendship. This designa-
tion is only a small token of our appreciation
to a dedicated public servant.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support of H.R.
3223, to designate the federal building located
at 300 East 8th Street in Austin, Texas, as the
‘‘J.J. ‘Jake’ Pickle Federal Building.’’

It is a well deserved honor for a man who
selflessly served his country in a multitude of
ways over many years.

I was pleased to serve alongside Jake not
only as a member of the Texas Congressional
Delegation, but also on the Ways and Means
Committee. His integrity, compassion and un-
swerving sense of right and wrong remain as
sterling examples of the standard to which
every public official should strive.

I join my colleagues and the American peo-
ple in gratefully honoring the life, the contribu-
tions and achievements of Jake Pickle, a cher-
ished friend, a loyal Texan and a selfless pub-
lic servant.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by

the gentleman from California (Mr.
KIM) that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, H.R. 3223.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

DICK CHENEY FEDERAL BUILDING

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I move to sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
3453) to designate the Federal Building
and Post Office located at 100 East B
Street, Casper, Wyoming, as the ‘‘Dick
Cheney Federal Building’’.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3453

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF DICK CHENEY FED-

ERAL BUILDING.
The Federal Building and Post Office lo-

cated at 100 East B Street, Casper, Wyoming,
shall be known and designated as the ‘‘Dick
Cheney Federal Building’’.
SEC. 2. REFERENCES.

Any reference in a law, map, regulation,
document, paper, or other record of the
United States to the Federal Building and
Post Office referred to in section 1 shall be
deemed to be a reference to the ‘‘Dick Che-
ney Federal Building’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. KIM) and the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. KIM).

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution des-
ignates the Federal Building and Post
Office located in Casper, Wyoming, as
the Dick Cheney Federal Building. As a
former Member of this body and a
former Secretary of Defense, Dick Che-
ney has served this country and distin-
guished himself in both the executive
and legislative branches of Federal
Government. He served in the adminis-
trations of Presidents Nixon, Ford and
Bush. As head of the Department of De-
fense, Secretary Cheney presided over a
number of historical operations, in-
cluding Operation Just Cause in Pan-
ama and Operation Desert Storm in the
Middle East. For his service during
Desert Storm, President Bush awarded
Secretary Cheney the Presidential
Medal of Freedom on July 3, 1991.

In addition to his career in the execu-
tive branch, Dick Cheney was elected
to the House of Representatives in 1978,
representing the State of Wyoming. At
the end of his first term, he was elected
to serve as the Chairman of the Repub-
lican Policy Committee. Congressman
Cheney was reelected to serve in the
House for five more consecutive terms.
He became the Chairman of the Repub-
lican Conference and House Minority
Whip during his tenure.

For such a distinguished career and
dedicated service to his career, this is a

fitting tribute to Secretary Cheney. I
support this bill and urge my col-
leagues to support the bill.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I knew Dick Cheney and
served with Dick Cheney and am proud
to be here today associated with this
honor being paid to the former Sec-
retary of Defense. I would just like to
say that under his stewardship and
leadership, two of the largest, most re-
cent military campaigns, and, I might
add, most successful, perhaps, in our
recent history, that was Operation Just
Cause in Panama and Operation Desert
Storm in the Middle East, were under
his stewardship.
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His leadership was not only positive

but powerful for all of us that knew
him. When he said something, he
meant it. Everybody recognized that,
no one debated it, and no one had to
argue the point.

He was well liked. In addition to this
stern, strong leadership, he possessed a
genuine sense of humor and did much
to advance the Armed Services of the
United States of America, and every-
one who worked with him and
interacted with him not only respected
him, they liked him very much.

So I want to just join today and say
that I am proud to be a part of that,
proud to be able to vote on this legisla-
tion, and urge everyone to vote for it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 min-
utes to the distinguished gentlewoman
from Wyoming (Mrs. CUBIN).

(Mrs. CUBIN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Speaker, it is a
great pleasure for me to rise here today
in support of passage of this legislation
designating the Dick Cheney Federal
Building in Casper, Wyoming. I should
note that by naming this building after
Dick, in some respects we are passing
on a family heritage. Dick’s father
worked in that building when it was
first opened, when it was a brand-new
building. So I am very grateful, and it
has special meaning to those of us from
Wyoming.

As my colleagues may know, I intro-
duced the bill in March to rename the
Federal building and post office in Cas-
per, Wyoming, in recognition of Mr.
Cheney’s many contributions to our
country. I can think of no one who is
more deserving of this honor. Dick has
served this body in a number of capac-
ities, including policy committee
chairman, conference chairman, and
minority whip. He also very ably
served our country as Secretary of De-
fense in the Bush administration and
received the Presidential Medal of
Freedom for his leadership during Op-
eration Desert Storm.

Mr. Speaker, there are few things in
our lives that happen where we remem-
ber forever and ever where we were sit-
ting and what we were doing when a
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national event occurred. The tragic
death of President Kennedy was one of
those things for me. When Anwar
Sadat was assassinated, that was an-
other thing for me.

I remember very well when Operation
Desert Storm started. I was in the
State legislature in a committee meet-
ing in the Capitol, and the news came
in that the bombing had started, and I
remember having brothers that served
in Vietnam and thinking about the
young people that were there. I remem-
ber thinking, well, thank you, God,
that Dick Cheney is in charge of those
troops over there, because they could
not be in better hands, and I truly felt
that way, and I believe that today.

I know my colleagues will join me in
thanking Dick for his leadership, for
his statesmanship, but, most of all, for
his friendship. I would also like to
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SHUSTER), the gentleman
from California (Mr. KIM), and the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure staff for working with me
to enact this legislation. I urge the
Senate to act on it expeditiously and
hope that when it comes before that
body that it will come into law.

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 min-
utes to the distinguished gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER).

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of this legislation to
name the Federal building in Casper
for our former colleague, Dick Cheney.
I thank the chairman for yielding me
this time.

The gentlewoman from Wyoming has
pointed out Dick Cheney’s meteoric
rise within Republican ranks of leader-
ship here in the House of Representa-
tives. In all probability, he now would
be the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives if he had stayed here, if he
had not answered the call of the coun-
try to serve as our Secretary of De-
fense, and he served there so ably with
such a distinguished record.

Dick Cheney’s competence was recog-
nized by all as soon as he arrived here.
I can recall that, directly, since he and
I were first elected in the 96th Congress
and served the first 4 years side by side
on what was then called the House
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs.

He was born in my district in Lin-
coln, Nebraska. His father was an em-
ployee of the U.S. Soil Conservation in
Nebraska before he moved to Wyoming
with Dick and his mother. They lived
in a small central Nebraska town dur-
ing World War II when Dick’s father
was serving in the military.

Dick Cheney has sometimes told me
in the past when he came into my dis-
trict or when I visited him in his dis-
trict, ‘‘Doug, if I stayed in Lincoln, of
course, I would be the Congressman.’’
He would be. And I would be? ‘‘Well,’’
he said, ‘‘I don’t know what you would
be.’’ So Dick Cheney’s departure to

Wyoming was probably fortunate for
me and undoubtedly for the citizens of
Wyoming.

But I must say, as I watched Dick
Cheney in this body and watched his
competence already demonstrable in
the earliest stages of his career here in
the House, because of his service as the
White House Chief of Staff and earlier
at the OEO where he worked for Dick
Rumsfield, I think that I and everyone
else who knew Dick were quite im-
pressed with him. He was my candidate
to be the President of the United
States; I wish he had made that effort.

In any case, he brought great honor
and respect to this body for the con-
tributions that he made here, and I
thank my colleagues, particularly the
gentlewoman from Wyoming, for offer-
ing this legislation. Naming the Fed-
eral Building in Casper for the Honor-
able Richard Cheney is a wonderful
tribute that ought to be due to our
former colleague, Dick Cheney.

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 min-
utes to the distinguished gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN), our
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to rise in strong support of the
gentlewoman’s measure, the gentle-
woman from Wyoming, in honoring
Dick Cheney by naming the Federal
building and post office at Casper, Wy-
oming, in his name.

As a former White House Chief of
Staff, as a former Member of the Con-
gress, former Republican Chairman in
the Congress, former Secretary of De-
fense, I can think of no more appro-
priate honor that we could give to Dick
Cheney for his service to our Nation,
and I am pleased to rise in support of
the measure.

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I have no
other speakers, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
KIM) that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, H.R. 3453.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 3453, the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

AGRICULTURE EXPORT RELIEF
ACT OF 1998

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the Senate
bill (S. 2282) to amend the Arms Export
Control Act, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
S. 2282

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Agriculture
Export Relief Act of 1998’’.
SEC. 2. SANCTIONS EXEMPTIONS.

(a) EXEMPTION REGARDING FOOD AND OTHER
AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY PURCHASES.—Sec-
tion 102(b)(2)(D) of the Arms Export Control
Act (22 U.S.C. 2799aa–1(b)(2)(D)) is amended
as follows:

(1) In clause (i) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end.
(2) In clause (ii) by striking the period and

inserting ‘‘, or’’.
(3) By inserting after clause (ii) the follow-

ing new clause:
‘‘(iii) to any credit, credit guarantee, or fi-

nancial assistance provided by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to support the purchase
of food or other agricultural commodity.’’.

(b) DESCRIPTION OF AGRICULTURAL COMMOD-
ITIES.—Section 102(b)(2)(F) of such Act is
amended by striking the period at the end
and inserting ‘‘, which includes fertilizer.’’.

(c) OTHER EXEMPTIONS.—Section
102(b)(2)(D)(ii) of such Act is further amend-
ed by inserting after ‘‘to’’ the following:
‘‘medicines, medical equipment, and’’.

(d) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS.—The
amendment made by subsection (a)(3) shall
apply to any credit, credit guarantee, or
other financial assistance provided by the
Department of Agriculture before, on, or
after the date of enactment of this Act
through September 30, 1999.

(e) EFFECT ON EXISTING SANCTIONS.—Any
sanction imposed under section 102(b)(1) of
the Arms Export Control Act before the date
of the enactment of this Act shall cease to
apply upon that date with respect to the
items described in the amendments made by
subsections (b) and (c). In the case of the
amendment made by subsection (a)(3), any
sanction imposed under section 102(b)(1) of
the Arms Export Control Act before the date
of the enactment of this Act shall not be in
effect during the period beginning on that
date and ending on September 30, 1999, with
respect to the activities and items described
in the amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN) and the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. HAMILTON)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN).

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on S. 2282, as amended.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, it has been long-stand-

ing American policy to penalize nu-
clear proliferators. In fact, the so-
called ‘‘Glenn amendment,’’ which we
are modifying today, was supported by
the Clinton administration and was
adopted by the 103d Congress.

This bill, as amended, would permit
taxpayer financing of certain commod-
ity shipments to India and to Pakistan.
It was approved in a slightly different
form by unanimous rollcall vote in the
other body. It extends an existing ex-
emption for food assistance already
contained in the law to financing food
shipments. It also changes the defini-
tion of agricultural products and ex-
tends an exemption to include medi-
cines.

The bill is necessary because, after
extensive review, the Justice Depart-
ment concluded that the law prohibits
export credit guarantees for Pakistan.
In response, we are making the nec-
essary adjustments and showing our-
selves capable of responding in a time-
ly fashion to adjust these laws, if nec-
essary.

We have made, in consultation with the Ag-
riculture Committee, a series of changes to
the Senate-passed bill. First, we have re-
moved the provision that provided that spend-
ing to carry in effect the bill would be emer-
gency spending under the Budget Act. Be-
cause we did not want to designate this as
emergency spending, we have followed the
pattern of the Nethercutt Amendment to the
Agricultural Appropriations bill which makes
this change only through September 30, 1999.
Finally, there were several technical changes.
I appreciate the work of the Committee on Ag-
riculture and its staff in putting this amend-
ment together.

In fiscal year 1997, Pakistan bought $347
million worth of U.S. wheat with USDA export
credit guarantees. In fiscal year 1998, Paki-
stan was allocated $250 million in export cred-
it guarantees and has used $162 million of
that amount, all for wheat.

On July 15, Pakistan will hold a tender for
350,000 metric tons of wheat. Without export
credit guarantees, the U.S. will not be able to
secure that market for our farmers, which is
worth some $37 million. The taxpayer subsidy
will be $7 million in 1998 and $24 million in
1999.

Members should not lose sight of the
fact that we are weakening the sanc-
tions put in place against India and
Pakistan on account of their having
conducted numerous nuclear tests.
These tests have only served to in-
crease tensions and instability in south
Asia.

I anticipate that today’s debate may
become a debate about our non-
proliferation laws, but we should be
careful about proceeding piecemeal to
dismantle any of those laws. The credi-
bility and effectiveness of our policies
depends on our capacity to penalize na-
tions which defy international norms
and undermine our own national secu-
rity.

I want to make clear that I am
pleased that we can help our farmers
by enacting this legislation. Food
should not be any weapon in foreign
policy.

But I also want to say that all Mem-
bers should be aware of what we are
doing today. We are approving United
States loans funded by taxpayer dollars
to replace the money that the Paki-
stanis could have used to take care of
their own needs. Instead, they used
that money to develop nuclear weap-
ons.

I am confident that some Members
will say that this bill is evidence that
we need to rethink and rewrite all of
our proliferation sanction laws. They
will argue that our laws are ineffective
and have not accomplished the pur-
poses for which they were intended.
They may even argue that our sanction
laws are counterproductive.

Well, I fully disagree. There is defi-
nitely a role for both unilateral and
multilateral sanctions, and I believe
that they deterred India and Pakistan
for many years from taking the steps
they finally took earlier this year.

Many of the statistics and arguments you
may hear today about how sanctions don’t
work and cost hundreds of thousands of jobs
are gross exaggerations. For example, the
Congressional Budget Office did work for at
the request of Mr. HAMILTON and myself on the
impact of sanctions. Their estimate is that the
actual impact of sanctions on the economy
may be closer to $1 billion per year than the
$15 billion often asserted in this debate. I hap-
pen to believe that $1 billion is not too much
to spend to help keep Iraq, Iran, and other
countries that would exploit our technology
against their neighbors under some sort of
control.

Just as we do not throw out the
criminal code or abolish the police
when we find that crime occurs, we
should not give up the deterrent effects
built into our nonproliferation, tech-
nology control, human rights and other
foreign policy laws, even though they
are not airtight.

Often it is argued that only multilat-
eral sanctions work. Well, Members
will recall that, following the G–8 sum-
mit in May, the President said he could
not assert that it would have made a
difference if he had been able to per-
suade the G–8 to sanction India. I have
a hard time believing that the Presi-
dent really thinks that. In my view, he
was merely rationalizing a failure to
lead.

Had the President worked harder for
a multilateral firm response, we would
not be here today. In fact, Pakistan
may not have tested. But we are where
we are today, and we have to adjust to
the situation we face today. We do not
want our farmers needlessly penalized.

Mr. Speaker, Mr. SMITH is coming in
from the airport, so at this time I will
reserve the balance of my time; but,
pending that, I ask unanimous consent
that time be controlled by the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER)
on our side.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.

I rise in support of this bill, S. 2282.
I think all of us understand the intent
of the bill. Section 102 of the Arms Ex-
port Control Act, which is commonly
referred to as the ‘‘Glenn Amend-
ment,’’ mandates a set of sweeping
sanctions against any country that
detonates a nuclear explosive device
other than the five recognized nuclear
weapon states.

Following the nuclear tests by India
and Pakistan which they conducted
last May, the United States imposed
section 102 sanctions against both
countries. The section 102, as currently
written, exempts humanitarian assist-
ance and intelligence activities from
these sanctions.

The bill we have before us today
would create one additional exemption.
It would permit government financing
and credits to support the sale of food,
agricultural products, including fer-
tilizers, medicines and medical equip-
ment.

The question, of course, is why this
additional exemption is needed, I
think, because our experience has dem-
onstrated that the original language of
the Glenn amendment, at least in
present circumstances, was too broad
and sweeping in its coverage.
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It was indiscriminate in its targets.
It provided the executive branch with
no waiver authority, and therefore re-
duced the President’s ability to nego-
tiate with the governments of India
and Pakistan. It contained no termi-
nation date. It penalized the individ-
uals and families in the sanctioned
countries, with whom we really have
no complaint, rather than the govern-
ments that have offended us. It re-
quired American producers and Amer-
ican farmers to forsake important sales
that would be lost to foreign producers.

This bill should not be construed as a
lessening of our commitment to non-
proliferation. To the contrary, by
crafting a more focused sanctions pol-
icy, it helps secure the domestic base
for continuing sanctions. For that rea-
son, I think even Senator GLENN, the
author of the original sanctions legis-
lation, supported this change when the
Senate voted on it last week.

The administration supports this leg-
islation. The Senate adopted it last
week by a practically unanimous vote
of 98 to zero. I want to note that we are
amending the bill for technical rea-
sons, and they support this amend-
ment.

Creating an exception to sanctions in
this bill does have budgetary con-
sequences. The Senate passed the bill
as an emergency spending authority.
We are revising it to provide for off-
sets. It is my understanding that there
is bipartisan agreement on this amend-
ment, and I hope that the Senate will
quickly agree to the House amendment
and send the bill to the President by
the time that Pakistani wheat tender
occurs tomorrow. I urge my colleagues
to support S. 2282.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of

my time.
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself 2 minutes.
(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was

given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of this legislation,
and endorse my colleagues’ best hopes
that in fact the Senate will act expedi-
tiously on the amended version.

On May 11, 1998, America’s wheat
farmers were busy working in the fields
when India detonated nuclear weapons
the first time. Undoubtedly our farm-
ers had no idea that Pakistan’s subse-
quent nuclear test, and a very ques-
tionable American sanctions policy,
which failed to deter the tests, would
undermine our farmers’ ability to sell
wheat to the countries of the Asia sub-
continent.

Perhaps they were also busy in their
fields in 1994 when Congress passed the
Glenn amendment to the Nuclear Pro-
liferation Prevention Act. That amend-
ment prohibits export credit guaran-
tees to nonnuclear countries which ei-
ther develop or test nuclear weapons.

Across the Atlantic on that same
day, French wheat farmers had no idea
that India’s detonation of a nuclear
weapon might produce such a windfall
for them in lost American export mar-
kets. Contrary to the United States,
France does not have a mandatory
sanctions law, and their wheat sales,
subsidized wheat sales, I might add,
can continue to Pakistan.

Today, Mr. Speaker, American wheat
farmers stand to lose a 2.2 million ton
wheat market in Pakistan because of
our unilateral sanctions policy toward
the Asian subcontinent. The stakes are
high and the timing could not be
worse. If Congress does not amend the
sanctions law to allow U.S.-backed
wheat sales to Pakistan, the French,
Canadian or Australian farmers will
exploit this lucrative wheat export
market without American competition
at a time when American wheat prices
for our farmers are at their lowest
point in decades and at at time when
we desperately need to hold onto those
export markets.

This nearly forgotten sanction legis-
lation imposed automatically on the
backs of American farmers without ad-
ditional thought, is just one facet of
the 61 sanction-related laws or execu-
tive orders that Congress or the admin-
istration has enacted in the last 4
years. Those sanctions target 35 coun-
tries. According to an Institute for
International Economics study, eco-
nomic sanctions cost American indus-
try and agriculture combined about $15
to $19 billion annually in exports.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this legislation.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE).

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want
to express support for the Agricultural

Export Relief Act of 1998 that is before
us. This is the first effort by Congress
to lift the sanctions imposed pursuant
to the Glenn amendment after India
and Pakistan conducted underground
nuclear tests earlier this year.

While I support this legislation, I
think the President needs greater dis-
cretion in lifting these sanctions. Last
week the task force empowered by the
Senate leadership to look at the sanc-
tions regime put forth a proposal that
would give the President greater dis-
cretion in waiving unilateral sanctions
against India and Pakistan, for exam-
ple in international trade and finance.
It would also allow for the President to
clear the way for the U.S. to support
international financial institutions to
resume loan payments to India and
Pakistan. The proposal, however,
would not allow the President to waive
sanctions that limit the transfer or
sale of military and dual use tech-
nology.

Mr. Speaker, I plan to introduce a
House bill today that is identical to
the Senate task force proposal. I be-
lieve U.S. policy has proven to be inef-
fective in deterring the proliferation of
nuclear weapons in South Asia, and it
is time that Congress review this pol-
icy and implement legislation that
gives the President greater flexibility
in addressing nuclear crises.

I believe we must keep working for
nonproliferation, but that the eco-
nomic sanctions now in place are not
the best way to achieve that goal. We
have limited our diplomatic options in
terms of nonproliferation in South
Asia while damaging the growing eco-
nomic relationship between India and
the United States.

The administration has conducted
several senior level meetings with the
Indian government since the tests.
India and Pakistan have expressed a
desire to work with the U.S. in resolv-
ing these issues. Later this week Dep-
uty Secretary of State Strobe Talbot
and Assistant Secretary of State Karl
Inderfurth will be visiting New Delhi
and Islamabad to continue discussions
and negotiations. This is following
very successful meetings last week be-
tween the U.S. and India in Frankfurt,
Germany.

During this critical time it is impor-
tant that we give the President the
necessary tools to help achieve our
nonproliferation goals. I urge my col-
leagues from both chambers to work
together so we can rectify this serious
problem.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. MANZULLO), a distinguished
member of the committee and a man
very much focused on export issues.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of this legislation. This bill
makes sense. Tomorrow Pakistan will
purchase 350,000 metric tons of wheat
for $37 million. The only question re-
mains which country will sell them
this wheat.

Only U.S. wheat growers bear this
heavy sanctions burden, while farmers

in other countries eagerly await to
seize this market from us. Did we not
learn anything from the failed Carter
grain embargo against the Soviet
Union? The Soviets simply bought
wheat from Argentina, Canada, and
Australia, and it took years for U.S.
farmers to regain a foothold in the
Russian market.

What is good for the farm community
should also be good for our manufac-
turing sector. Because of nuclear test-
ing by India and Pakistan, Eximbank
halted support for $4 billion in U.S. ex-
ports to those countries. That is plac-
ing 48,000 high-paying U.S. manufactur-
ing jobs at risk, including those who
work at Sundstrand and Woodward
Governor in Rockford, which compa-
nies supply aviation parts to Boeing.

What kind of punishment is that to
those countries that detonate? Inger-
soll Milling Machine Company is try-
ing to determine if it can still sell an $8
million four-axis machine center to a
state-owned electric utility company
in India.

Two Italian machine tool manufac-
turers not encumbered by these sanc-
tions are standing by waiting to seize
that market from the Americans. If In-
gersoll does not receive an answer from
the Commerce Department by July 20,
we could lose that $8 million contract.

Motorola has already lost $15 million
worth of two-way radio sales to India,
and could lose hundreds of millions in
more export opportunities to upgrade
India’s communication system because
of the Eximbank sanctions. Three
thousand employees work at the Har-
vard, Illinois plant making tele-
communications equipment for Motor-
ola.

That is why we need to rethink our
whole philosophy towards sanctions.
Why would we try to punish a country
for doing something wrong, and we end
up punishing our own workers, when
that country in fact can end up buying
the same materials from other coun-
tries?

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. MINGE).

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
distinguished gentleman from Indiana
for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, the bill that is under
consideration is an emergency response
in an emergency situation. We have
seen the reemergence of an agricul-
tural depression in this country.
Among other areas that have been hit
are wheat producing communities in
the Red River and west. It has hit areas
of Texas. It is critical that when our
producers are in financial distress, we
not attempt unilateral sanctions
against other countries in this world
that are doomed to failure.

Unfortunately, the unilateral sanc-
tions we have announced against India
and Pakistan do not appear to be des-
tined for effectiveness, because other
countries which are competitors in
selling agricultural commodities are
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more than willing to come in and re-
place American farmers as the suppli-
ers of those commodities; in this case,
wheat.

I would urge my colleagues to care-
fully review this situation, and under-
stand that as much as all of us abhor
the spread of nuclear weapons and nu-
clear testing, that what we need to
make sure is that we act responsibly
here and we not use a bludgeon that is
designed to be ineffective, and in many
cases come back and hit ourselves and
inflict a mortal wound on our own pro-
ducers, when what we are trying to do
is to emphasize to India and Pakistan
and other countries of the world that
this country does not tolerate contin-
ued nuclear testing.

This bill is a bill that ought to pass
today. It ought to be signed by the
President yet this week. We ought to
be able to go ahead and move these ag-
ricultural commodities this week so
our farmers do not have this impedi-
ment to their success in 1998.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
NETHERCUTT), who was, of course, the
Member who first took legislative ac-
tion for the successful Subcommittee
on Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and re-
lated agencies on the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman very much for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise in
support of this bill today. As the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER)
stated, he and I and the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. MORAN) and the gen-
tleman from North Dakota (Mr. POM-
EROY) and many others from farm
country introduced this sanctions ex-
emption legislation over a month ago
in anticipation of the effect of the
Arms Export Control Act upon the ag-
riculture industry in this country.

I, representing the State of Washing-
ton, am particularly affected by the se-
riousness of this sanctions policy that
was adopted in 1994. I must say, I was
just home in Pullman, Washington, and
Walla Walla and Davenport, and some
of the very high quality farm wheat-
producing parts of my State and our
country.

I must say to my colleagues, there is
great concern about the effect of sanc-
tions upon American agriculture; most
particularly, our relationship with the
countries of Pakistan and India. Paki-
stan is a very important trading part-
ner to the State of Washington. We ex-
port 90 percent of our wheat in our
State, soft, white wheat, and Pakistan
has been a very good customer.

As we in this country have learned in
the 1980s with the embargo of the So-
viet Union, the self-imposed embargo,
the unilateral sanctions that were im-
posed cost my State and my region
dramatically. We lost market share in
that part of the world that we are still
struggling to recover. I must say, I am
very supportive of this bill.

We struggled with the cost issue. We
passed this legislation, we not only in-
troduced it a month or so ago but we
passed it in the Subcommittee on Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and Related
Agencies on which I serve on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations in a biparti-
san way, we passed it in the full com-
mittee, and it has passed the full
House. We just did not have a chance
to get it worked out on a cost payment
basis through the agriculture appro-
priations conference.

The Senate has not finished their
work yet. The other body has not fin-
ished its work yet. I respect the other
body for bringing this bill to the floor,
but we are going to do our best to
make sure that all is fair and square
regarding cost.

The most important thing is if Paki-
stan buys wheat on the market
Wednesday, tomorrow, with their ten-
der, it is critically important that we
do not interrupt that ability by Paki-
stan to deal with American farm inter-
ests. If we do not lift these sanctions
and have it in place by today, then we
lose. Our farmers are unilaterally
going to lose because our market would
be shut off by these sanctions in posi-
tion.

I must say to my colleagues, let us
struggle through the cost part of this
sanctions issue and lifting the sanc-
tions issue, but we must stand up for
our agricultural interests and the
farmers of my State and Nebraska and
Kansas and every other State that deal
with agriculture, or else our farmers
are in great jeopardy.

I am pleased to speak in favor of this
bill, and urge its adoption by this
House.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of S. 2282. It is clear to me that the
sanctions provisions of the Arms Ex-
port Control Act were never intended
to limit the use of the Export Credit
Guarantee Program. Nevertheless, I
support clarification of the Act because
of the uncertainty, as we have heard, of
the U.S. wheat market.

Indeed, the Assistant to the Presi-
dent for National Security Affairs has
recently sent a letter to the Congress
indicating the Administration’s strong
support for this clarifying provision. In
plain English, what we are saying is
that it really does not make any com-
mon sense for the United States to uni-
laterally impose sanctions upon our
producers and allow our friends and al-
lies to make a sale.

As we have heard, the criticalness,
the timeliness of this indicates we need
to pass this and send this to the Presi-
dent for his signature very quickly.
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Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1

minute to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BARRETT).

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me the time.

I also rise in support of this legisla-
tion. I do support the use of sanctions
as a foreign policy tool, but I believe
that the USDA has used them all too
frequently.

The bill we are considering today
would allow USDA to guarantee U.S.
wheat sales to Pakistan and to India.
Without the bill, American farmers
would not be able to sell their product.

As has been mentioned by my col-
leagues from Illinois and Washington,
Pakistan is expected to request bids for
wheat very soon, possibly as early as
tomorrow. This could involve nearly
$40 million in sales of U.S. wheat.

I have examined the proposals to ad-
dress the crisis in American agri-
culture, Mr. Speaker. There are some
producers out there that are hurting;
there is no question about it. I do not
believe that the proposed solutions we
are hearing about will do as much good
as some believe. The so-called solu-
tions would only rechain American ag-
riculture to the dictatorial whims of
our government.

However, the Federal Government,
Congress and the executive branch,
must live up to the promises of the 1996
Farm Bill or we could face a crisis. We
must commit to a long-term, focused
trade agenda. We need to expand our
markets, enhance markets and find
new markets.

It is a good bill. I hope the body will
support it.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California Mr. DOOLEY.

(Mr. DOOLEY of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in support of S.
2282 and ask my colleagues to support
this important bill. This bill, which
passed the Senate last week by a vote
of 98 to 0, makes important changes in
the 1994 Arms Export Control Act to
allow India and Pakistan to continue
to use U.S. guaranteed loans to import
American food, fertilizer and other ag-
riculture commodities.

The immediate beneficiaries of this
legislation will be the wheat farmers in
the Pacific Northwest who will be able
to participate in the upcoming auction
for 350,000 metric tons of white winter
wheat to be sold to Pakistan.

While I support this legislation, I
feel, unfortunately, that it does not go
far enough, because it seems unlikely
that India and Pakistan will be inter-
ested in purchasing U.S. agriculture
products over a long term if we con-
tinue to prohibit the sale of other high-
er-value products to these countries.

While I have been listening to the re-
marks of some of my colleagues here, I
find it difficult to see how we can ra-
tionalize that if it makes sense and it
is in the interest of U.S. farmers to
allow for their exportation of products
to countries that are subject to sanc-
tions, why does it not make sense for
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us to eliminate the sanctions on the
production of any other U.S.-produced
commodity or product?

Clearly, it is in the interest of U.S.
workers and U.S. companies to elimi-
nate sanctions that penalize our work-
ing men and women. That is why we
need to go further, why we need to sup-
port the legislation introduced by our
colleagues, the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. HAMILTON) and Mr. Sharp,
that we can provide a better frame-
work for future U.S. economic sanc-
tions policy.

When we go beyond the sanctions, we
have to move forward aggressively
with our other trade issues and turn to
the full funding of the International
Monetary Fund, the passage of China
most-favored-nation as well as the
eventual passage of fast track author-
ization for the President.

I thank the gentleman for the oppor-
tunity to speak in support of S. 2282.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from New York
for yielding me the time.

The timing on this legislation is im-
portant. S. 2282 needs to pass quickly
and today. We need to resolve any dif-
ferences with the Senate, and this leg-
islation needs to be signed by the
President. Not only is the timing im-
portant but Pakistan is important,
350,000 tons is up tomorrow for export
tender, and our wheat farmers in Kan-
sas as well as across the country can-
not afford to lose one more market.

Price is low, as we know. Storage is
a problem in Kansas. Transportation is
a problem in Kansas. We need to move
wheat on world markets to assist in
improving the price, opening up stor-
age and moving grain in our transpor-
tation system. It is necessary to have a
boost in foreign sales, and perhaps that
boost will translate into higher prices
for wheat sold on the markets across
this country.

This sets the stage for reducing trade
barriers. It opens up the opportunity,
sends a clear message to the rest of the
world that we care about fighting on
behalf of agriculture, and it also re-
minds us that sanctions do not work.

The gentleman who spoke previously
is correct. We need to take the next
step in regard to the Agricultural Ex-
port Act and the Sanctions Reform
Act.

I urge passage of this bill quickly.
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield

2 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. HASTINGS).

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to thank all the
Members who have worked on this
measure, particularly the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN), the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. SMITH) and
my colleague, the gentleman from
Washington State (Mr. NETHERCUTT).

Without their leadership on this issue,
we would not be here today considering
this important measure.

Right now, the wheat producers of
Washington State are facing wheat
prices that are below the cost of pro-
duction. This means that they can ei-
ther choose to sell for a loss or store
their wheat in hopes that prices will
return to a higher level. Many of these
growers have been waiting around for
months for the price to climb. It has
not. Now is the time to act.

Unfortunately, with the test of the
nuclear weapons by both India and
Pakistan, the Arms Control Act Man-
dates certain economic sanctions. Mr.
Speaker, let me be clear, I whole-
heartedly condemn the escalation of
the arms race between India and Paki-
stan. I do not believe the way to send
a message is to unilaterally cut off
trade of our producers. That is pre-
cisely what will happen if we do not
pass this bill before us today.

It is important to note that Pakistan
is a number one foreign purchaser of
wheat from the northwest, over 35 per-
cent. Without the guarantees that are
offered by the credits, the Department
of Agriculture, Pakistan will purchase
billions of dollars of wheat from other
countries such as Australia and Can-
ada. They are not bound by these out-
dated laws on our books.

So I would like to emphasize the
timeliness of this legislation. If we do
not pass this legislation today or the
Senate does not follow suit imme-
diately, our producers will be unable to
participate in the upcoming rounds of
purchases by Pakistan, and we will
have missed another key opportunity
to help our foreign farmers.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to reiterate
what has been said here today. This
legislation is very, very important to
our agriculture industry but particu-
larly to the wheat industry in my
State.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from North Dakota (Mr. POM-
EROY).

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

I just returned today from 3 weeks in
North Dakota. I want my colleagues to
understand just how desperately dire
the farm situation is in my State and
throughout the upper Great Plains.

We are absolutely ravaged by the
twin disasters of very difficult times
producing a crop and then a horribly
insufficient price once you get a few
bushels to market. In fact, let us focus
on the price problem for purpose of the
debate before us.

Price adjusted for inflation for wheat
is at its lowest point in 50 years, this in
the face of input costs that have gone
up 71 percent since 1992. Under that
new farm bill, we have done terrible
damage to any functioning safety net
for agriculture, as the farmers in my
region are so tragically demonstrating.

That means we have to do everything
possible to try and get that price up.

That is why I was so pleased to join the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
NETHERCUTT) in initiating the legisla-
tion that is substantially what is be-
fore us this afternoon and why we must
act and must act now.

The USDA has done some brilliant
work using the GSM loan program to
advance wheat sales. With Pakistan
representing potentially 10 percent of
our wheat export market, it is vital
that we do not lose a day, that we do
not lose one sale by virtue of having
this GSM program opportunity dis-
rupted by application of the Arms Ex-
port Control Act.

I have read that act and I, for the life
of me, do not really see why we could
not have gone forward with this any-
way, but the administration has ruled
that we needed legislation. So let us
pass the legislation and let us pass it
today.

We should not continue this ‘‘hurt
America first’’ policy which is the un-
fortunate aspect of applying sanctions
on our agriculture exports. We need
this legislation. Please join me in vot-
ing for it.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER).

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

I thought I would try to set some
context for why the removal of this
sanction is so important. Among the
things that has happened that is very
much on our minds are the ramifica-
tions of the Asian financial crisis. We
have seen a dramatic cutback in agri-
culture exports from this country to
Asia. One of the reasons for that reduc-
tion, of course, is not only the absolute
cutback of the imports by those Asian
countries, but it also reflects the fact
that the American currency versus the
Australian, the Canadian and the Euro-
pean currencies is now more valuable;
therefore, our export commodities and
processed food products are less com-
petitive in price than they were just a
few months ago.

Thus we not only have an overall re-
duction in the imports of agriculture
commodities by these countries, we ac-
tually have American exports a bit less
competitive than they were. This re-
duction in imports and the reduced
competitiveness of our exports have
had a dramatic and negative impact
upon our trade. That is why this legis-
lation, before us today is so important.
We especially cannot afford to lose
those Pakistani or Indian agricultural
export markets at this time. There is
no reason why economic sanctions
should fall on the backs of the Amer-
ican farmer. I would imagine that it
was not, the intention of the original
sanction legislation.

I thank the gentleman for yielding
me the time.
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Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield

the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. SMITH), dis-
tinguished chairman of our Committee
on Agriculture.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, having just arrived
from a long airplane trip from Oregon,
I can tell my colleagues that the eyes
of the Pacific Northwest are upon us at
this time.

The urgency, I know, has been identi-
fied here, but, for instance, Pakistan is
on the verge of a purchase of some
350,000 metric tons of wheat. I am sure
it has been identified that sanctions
were never to include food purchases
and even the unintended result was
voiced by the administration when the
President has introduced this and sup-
ported this kind of legislation.

So, without further ado, Mr. Speaker,
we hope that we can rush this along,
even move it to the other body within
the hour and it can become law, a great
benefit, by the way, to a great country
that needs to sell wheat, the United
States, and a great country, Pakistan,
who, by the way, is buying wheat for
half the price it paid last year. Both
our benefits are met.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of S. 2282, the Agriculture Export Re-
lief Act of 1998. This bill will allow our agri-
culture exporters to continue to sell food and
fertilizer to India and Pakistan, both of whom
are subject to sanctions under the Arms Ex-
port Control Act for conducting nuclear tests.

Let’s be clear here. This is not an argument
about either of these countries conducting nu-
clear tests and raising tensions in this region
of the world. I deplore their unilateral decisions
to conduct tests, and urge both countries to
comply with the nuclear non-proliferation trea-
ty. But, without this legislation, our farmers will
be shut out of these growing export markets,
unable to sell their products, and thus unable
to meet their own financial obligations. This
could lead to job losses and bankruptcies
throughout rural America.

The sad truth is that we created this prob-
lem ourselves. We enacted a sanctions law
with noble purposes—among them stopping
the spread of nuclear weapons. Unfortunately,
this law, like most laws imposing unilateral
sanctions, didn’t work. It didn’t stop India and
Pakistan from nuclear testing. Yet our farmers
and ranchers continue to pay the price.

Unfortunately, this Congress seems to be
far more willing to impose unilateral economic
sanctions as the foreign policy solution to
practically all of our international problems.
And the fact is—they rarely work! When we
pull out of a foreign market or refuse to trade
with foreign countries our foreign competitors
love it! U.S. products are quickly and easily re-
placed by foreign goods while U.S. business is
forces to stand on the sidelines. And, unfortu-
nately, unilateral sanctions rarely result in the
political changes we want.

Now I am not saying that economic sanc-
tions should never be imposed. They can be
an effective tool of foreign policy, particularly
when applied selectively and multilaterally. Be
we in Congress should remember that they
are just a tool—not the ultimate solution.

I would urge my colleagues to support this
bill. I also hope many of you will take a hard
look at a measure introduced by myself, Rep-
resentative HAMILTON and Representative
CRANE—the Enhancement of Trade, Security,
and Human Rights through Sanctions Reform
Act. Our legislation would not stop Congress
from imposing sanctions, but would require a
careful analysis of sanctions’ costs and bene-
fits before they are imposed. It would provide
a rational, reasoned approach to our sanctions
policy to help make sure that we do not find
ourselves once again in the difficult situation
we are trying to fix today.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the Senate
bill, S. 2282, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the Sen-
ate bill, as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

COMPREHENSIVE NATIONAL EN-
ERGY STRATEGY—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES

The Speaker pro tempore laid before
the House the following message from
the President of the United States;
which was read and, together with the
accompanying papers, without objec-
tion, referred to the Committee on
Commerce:

To the Congress of the United States:
I am pleased to transmit the Com-

prehensive National Energy Strategy
(Strategy) to the Congress. This report
required by section 801 of the Depart-
ment of Energy Organization Act (Pub-
lic Law 95–91; 42 U.S.C. 7321(b)), high-
lights our national energy policy. It
contains specific objectives and plans
for meeting five essential, common
sense goals enumerated in the accom-
panying message from Secretary Peña.

Energy is a global commodity of
strategic importance. It is also a key
contributor to our economic perform-
ance, and its production and use affect
the environment in many ways. Thus,
affordable, adequate, and environ-
mentally benign supplies of energy are
critical to our Nation’s economic, envi-
ronmental, and national security.

The Strategy reflects the emergence
and interconnection of three pre-
eminent challenges in the late 1990s:
how to maintain energy security in in-
creasingly globalized energy markets;
how to harness competition in energy
markets both here and abroad; and how
to respond to local and global environ-
mental concerns, including the threat
of climate change. The need for re-
search and development underlies the
Strategy, which incorporates rec-
ommendations of my Committee of Ad-
visors on Science and Technology
(PCAST) for improvements in energy

technologies that will enable the
United States to address our energy-re-
lated challenges. Advances in energy
technology can strengthen our econ-
omy, reduce our vulnerability to oil
shocks, lower the cost of energy to con-
sumers, and cut emissions of air pollut-
ants as well as greenhouse gases.

This Strategy was developed over
several months in an open process.
Three public hearings were held earlier
this year in California, Texas, and
Washington, D.C., and more than 300
public comments were received. This
Strategy is not a static document; its
specifics can be modified to reflect
evolving conditions, while the frame-
work provides policy guidance into the
21st century. My Administration looks
forward to working with the Congress
to implement the Strategy and to
achieve its goals in the most effective
manner possible.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 14, 1998.
f
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26TH ANNUAL REPORT ON FED-
ERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEES,
FISCAL YEAR 1997—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska) laid before the
House the following message from the
President of the United States; which
was read and, together with the accom-
panying papers, without objection, re-
ferred to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.

To the Congress of the United States:
As provided by the Federal Advisory

Committee Act (FACA), as amended
(Public Law 92–463; 5 U.S.C. App. 2,
6(c)), I am submitting the Twenty-sixth
Annual Report on Federal Advisory Com-
mittees, covering fiscal year 1997.

Consistent with my commitment to
create a more responsive government,
the executive branch continues to im-
plement my policy of maintaining the
number of advisory committees within
the ceiling of 534 required by Executive
Order 12838 of February 10, 1993. As a
result, the number of discretionary ad-
visory committees (established under
general congressional authorizations)
was held to 467, or 42 percent fewer
than those 801 committees in existence
at the beginning of my Administration.

Through the advisory committee
planning process required by Executive
Order 12838, the total number of advi-
sory committees specifically mandated
by statute has declined. The 391 such
groups supported at the end of fiscal
year 1997 represents a 4 percent de-
crease over the 407 in existence at the
end of fiscal year 1996. Compared to the
439 advisory committees mandated by
statute at the beginning of my Admin-
istration, the net total for fiscal year
1997 reflects an 11 percent decrease
since 1993.

Furthermore, my Administration
will assure that the total estimated
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costs to fund these groups in fiscal
year 1998, or $43.8 million, are dedi-
cated to support the highest priority
public involvement efforts. We will
continue to work with the Congress to
assure that all advisory committees
that are required by statute are regu-
larly reviewed through the congres-
sional reauthorization process and that
any such new committees proposed
through legislation are closely linked
to national interests.

Combined savings achieved through
actions taken by the executive branch
to eliminate unneeded advisory com-
mittees during fiscal year 1997 were $2.7
million, including $545,000 saved
through the termination of five advi-
sory committees established under
Presidential authority.

During fiscal year 1997, my Adminis-
tration successfully worked with the
Congress to clarify further the applica-
bility of FACA to committees spon-
sored by the National Academy of
Sciences (NAS) and the National Acad-
emy of Public Administration (NAPA).
This initiative resulted in the enact-
ment of the Federal Advisory Commit-
tee Act Amendments of 1997 (Public
Law 105–153), which I signed into law on
December 17, 1997. The Act provides for
new and important means for the pub-
lic and other interested stakeholders to
participate in activities undertaken by
committees established by the Acad-
emies in support of executive branch
decisionmaking processes.

As FACA enters its second quarter-
century during fiscal year 1998, it is ap-
propriate for both the Congress and my
Administration to continue examining
opportunities for strengthening the
Act’s role in encouraging and promot-
ing public participation. Accordingly, I
am asking the Administrator of Gen-
eral Services to prepare a legislative
proposal for my consideration that ad-
dresses an overall policy framework for
leveraging the public’s role in Federal
decisionmaking through a wide variety
of mechanisms, including advisory
committees.

By jointly pursuing this goal, we can
fortify what has been a uniquely Amer-
ican approach toward collaboration. As
so aptly noted by Alexis de Tocqueville
in Democracy in America (1835), ‘‘In
democratic countries knowledge of how
to combine is the mother of all other
forms of knowledge; on its progress de-
pends that of all the others.’’ This ob-
servation strongly resonates at this
moment in our history as we seek to
combine policy opportunities with ad-
vances in collaboration made possible
by new technologies, and an increased
desire of the Nation’s citizens to make
meaningful contributions to their indi-
vidual communities and their country.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 14, 1998.
f

BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN
INTEGRITY ACT OF 1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 442 and rule

XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2183.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
2183) to amend the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 to reform the fi-
nancing of campaigns for elections for
Federal office, and for other purposes,
with Mr. SHIMKUS (Chairman pro tem-
pore) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When

the Committee of the Whole rose on
Friday, June 19, 1998, pending was an
amendment numbered 82 by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOO-
LITTLE) to amendment number 13 by
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
SHAYS). Is there further debate on the
amendment?

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to strike the
requisite number of words.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.
Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, this

is the amendment that basically pro-
tects voter guides to be distributed by
groups. The Shays-Meehan bill severely
chills the freedom of speech in this re-
gard and places restrictions that will
subject anybody currently distributing
voter guides to second-guessing by a
Federal czar, and the imposition of
sanctions should the second-guessing
be interpreted as a violation of the pro-
visions of the Shays-Meehan law.

For this reason I have offered this
amendment to make clear that organi-
zations that do voter guides are exempt
from the application of this law and
may continue to issue their voter
guides without fear of chilling their
freedom of speech or of being intimi-
dated. And the intimidation that I am
talking about is the intimidation of
having to spend $400,000 or $500,000 in
attorneys’ fees and months of disrup-
tion of schedules preparing for deposi-
tions, et cetera, for the act of exercis-
ing their right of free speech protected
by our United States constitution, and
which I feel the Shays-Meehan bill im-
pinges upon. For that reason I have of-
fered this amendment.

I have, Mr. Chairman, an illustration
of a voter guide. If I may, I am going to
switch positions here to bring that up
and illustrate it. This is an illustration
of a 1994 Christian Coalition voter
guide for the Iowa Congressional dis-
trict, district number 4, the district of
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
GANSKE). This is distributed, as I am
sure Members know, typically in
churches.

The Christian Coalition describes
itself as a pro-family organization.
This includes different positions on

issues, from Federal income taxes, the
balanced budget amendment, taxpayer
funding of abortion, parental notifica-
tion for abortions by minors, voluntary
prayer in public schools, homosexuals
in the military, promoting homo-
sexuality to schoolchildren.

Now, the Shays-Meehan language
that my amendment seeks to replace
says that an organization can only do
voter guides in an educational manner,
and in a way that no reasonable person
could conclude that that group is advo-
cating the election or defeat of a can-
didate. Well, it is quite clear from the
context of this voter guide, it is dis-
tributed in churches, and the Christian
Coalition describes itself in a state-
ment down here, as a pro-family citizen
action organization, quote-unquote.

So when we take those words in con-
text, then, when they rank somebody
as having a position on homosexuality
in the schools or on abortion, that
ranking could be interpreted by the
Federal czar as advocating the defeat
of a candidate and, therefore, as being
proscribed. My amendment just pro-
tects this voter guide.

And I have heard several supporters,
or I understand several supporters of
Shays-Meehan have indicated in their
opinion that this type of thing could
continue to be distributed. I am just
saying that based on the reading of the
law as being proposed by Shays-Mee-
han and their supporters, it would not
be allowed. That is why I am offering
my amendment, to make clear that
this can be allowed, so that organiza-
tions who do voter guides can charac-
terize the positions of the candidates.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY) is going to bring up here an-
other one from the NAACP, and that
has zeros and heroes, I believe is the
characterization. I think that ought to
be able to continue to be allowed. It
would be proscribed under Shays-Mee-
han. And for that reason, I think it
needs to be amended in the way that I
have proposed in order to allow the un-
fettered discussion to occur near elec-
tion time by organizations exercising
their first amendment rights to com-
ment on candidates and on elections.

And that basically, Mr. Chairman, is
the purpose of my amendment.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, what the previous
speaker was indicating with the voter
guide can easily be made available
under the Shays-Meehan bill. It is not
a problem in getting that type of voter
guide out. It easily can be done, either
in the method it is, or by very minor
modifications. The problem with the
amendment before us is that it would
allow almost anything to be sent out
and would gut the protection on ex-
press advocacy in the Shays-Meehan
bill. That is the reason why we must
oppose it.

There is already a provision in the
underlying bill that allows for voter
guides. Voter guides are permitted if
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they present information in an edu-
cational manner solely about the vot-
ing record or position of a candidate on
a campaign issue of two or more can-
didates, that is not made in coordina-
tion with the candidate’s political
party or agent of the candidate or po-
litical party. There are specific provi-
sions in Shays-Meehan that would
allow it.

The amendment before us would gut
an essential provision in the bill. It
would not allow voter guides, it would
allow just about any type of express
issue advocacy without the restrictions
that are currently contained in the
Shays-Meehan bill.

Mr. Chairman, what we are trying to
do here is bring forward a reasonable
campaign finance reform proposal that
has bipartisan support, that deals with
issue advocacy, that deals with soft
money, that deals with some of the
other problems that we all agree need
to be addressed. The Shays-Meehan bill
will do that. The amendment before us
does not permit voter guides, the
amendment before us would gut the
provision that deals with issue advo-
cacy in the underlying bill.

If there was a need to adjust the lan-
guage for voter guides, let us talk
about it. But that is not what this
amendment would do. Voter guides are
permitted under the underlying bill.
This amendment is unnecessary. It
jeopardizes the ability for a bipartisan
bill. I urge my colleagues to reject the
amendment.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, first I wanted to say
to my colleagues that this afternoon
we continue the effort to restore integ-
rity into the campaign process. The
substitute proposed before the cham-
ber, the Meehan-Shays proposal and
McCain-Feingold in the Senate, seeks
to ban soft money, the unlimited sums
by individuals, corporations, labor
unions and other interest groups. It
seeks to recognize sham issue ads as
they are, campaign ads, and put them
under the campaign law. It seeks to
codify Beck. It seeks to improve the
FEC disclosure and enforcement. It
seeks to ban district-wide franking 6
months to an election. And it seeks to
ban foreign money and fund-raising on
government property.

We have an amendment before us
right now which basically seeks to gut
the second part of our proposal dealing
with the sham issue ads. Now, the
voter guide that the gentleman from
California (Mr. DOOLITTLE) put forward
is legal under Meehan-Shays. The lan-
guage in our bill is clear. In printed
communication the term express advo-
cacy does not include. In other words,
it is not a campaign ad, does not come
under the campaign law if it is a print-
ed communication that, one, presents
information and educational matter
solely about the voting record or posi-
tion on a campaign issue of two or
more candidates, and, two, that is not
made in coordination with a candidate,

political party or agent of that can-
didate or party, or a candidate’s agent
or a person who is coordinating with a
candidate or a candidate’s agent. That
voter guide is not done in coordination.
It is showing the voting record of a
candidate.

What the gentleman from California
seeks to do is take out the very lan-
guage that I read that is in the Mee-
han-Shays substitute. So we need to
recognize that, one, he is incorrect
when he states it would not allow for
the voter guide. It would. And the lan-
guage is in our substitute to allow it.
He, in fact, seeks to take it out.

Mr. Chairman, we have lots of
amendments that are going to come be-
fore us, and it is difficult to try to de-
scribe amendments that are totally
gutting of our proposal; those that,
while we would recommend they not
pass, would not do serious harm. There
are others that would actually maybe
help the bill and we would urge their
being supported. This is an amend-
ment, however well intended, that is
gutting Meehan-Shays, which would
then break down the coalition that ex-
ists of a majority of Congress to pass
Meehan-Shays, and it needs to be de-
feated. It would gut the sham issue ads.

The sham issue ads are those ads that
are clearly campaign ads. They are the
ads that seek to have someone vote for
or against an individual, and they
should come under the campaign law.
When they come under the campaign
law, those groups can advertise and en-
courage someone to vote for or against,
but they do it under the campaign law.

So I sincerely request this chamber
and the Members who are paying atten-
tion outside this chamber to recognize
that the Doolittle proposal is a gutting
proposal. It would destroy the integ-
rity of the Meehan-Shays amendment
and would not do what it says it would
do. And what it says it would do is the
allow for the voter guides. In fact, the
bill presently allows for voter guides.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, this Congress is on
trial. With each election, big money is
talking bigger and the voice of the av-
erage citizen is growing smaller.

This amendment, as has been said, is
not essentially about voter guides. The
caption says it is about voter guides,
but it goes way beyond it. It says the
term express advocacy, and we are now
talking about these ads that are really
campaign ads, that it shall not apply
with respect to any communication
which provides information or com-
mentary on the voting record or posi-
tions on issues taken by any individual
holding Federal office or any candidate
for election for Federal office unless
the communication contains explicit
words expressly urging a vote for or
against any identified candidate or po-
litical party. So this, as the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) has said,
guts the express advocacy provisions of
this bipartisan bill.

Next, this is not a question about
banning anything. The question is

whether voter guides under any cir-
cumstances should fall within the regu-
lations of Federal elections that are
now in place: the limits on contribu-
tions and also disclosure.
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So I just want to make it clear. Vot-

ing guides are permitted in terms of
the Federal system under Shays-Mee-
han. The only contrary case would be
where they clearly are a campaign doc-
ument and not essentially otherwise,
where the only reason they are not ar-
guably a campaign document is be-
cause they do not say the word ‘‘elect’’
or ‘‘defeat,’’ Mr. DOOLITTLE presents on
the floor a voter guide. Now, if it were
clearly a campaign document and it
just left out the words ‘‘defeat’’ or
‘‘elect,’’ I guess he would say, that is
fine, unrestricted amounts without dis-
closure. But the point is that Coalition
document would not fall within the
language of Shays-Meehan placing it
under Federal regulation in any event.

Now, I just want to say a word about
the reference to the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. GANSKE) and tell my col-
leagues what this amendment is all
about. Here is an ad in 1996 by the
League of Conservation Voters about
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
GANSKE). I want to read it.

‘‘It is our land, our water.’’ This was
a TV ad. ‘‘America’s environment must
be protected. But in just 18 months,
Congressman GANSKE has voted 12 out
of 12 times to weaken environmental
protections. Congressman GANSKE even
voted to let corporations continue re-
leasing cancer-causing pollutants into
our air. Congressman GANSKE voted for
the big corporations who lobbied these
bills and gave him thousands of dollars
in contributions. Call Congressman
GANSKE. Tell him to protect America’s
environment for our families, for our
future.’’

Now, the amendment of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOO-
LITTLE) and the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY) would essentially say that
that kind of an ad could continue to be
classified as a non-campaign ad with-
out any disclosure and without any
limits as to how much is spent simply
because instead of saying after that
clear attack on the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. GANSKE), it says, ‘‘call him,
tell him.’’ It does not say, ‘‘defeat.’’ It
says, ‘‘call him.’’

Now, I do not think anybody can rea-
sonably argue that that was not a cam-
paign ad. And what the gentleman
from California (Mr. DOOLITTLE) is pro-
posing is that we gut the provisions in
this bipartisan bill so that for any
amount at any point, any amount, any
point, this kind of an attack ad could
be continued without any Federal regu-
lation at all as to amount or disclo-
sure. That is why we are on trial here.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The time of the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. LEVIN
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)
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Mr. LEVIN. Because if we are serious

about giving every citizen a voice and
it not being submerged by big, undis-
closed contributions, and I do not care
if it is from corporations or from the
labor movement or from wherever it
comes, if they want that individual cit-
izen to continue to have a real voice in
America, we cannot vote for this
amendment. We simply cannot vote for
it.

Now, look, there may be some ques-
tion about what the Supreme Court
will eventually do. It has been 20 years
since their decision. A lot has hap-
pened, including the explosion of these
issue ads. One Circuit says we can reg-
ulate them. Another casts doubt on
that. But we will leave that up to the
courts.

What we should do is do what is right
in terms of our obligations. Do not hide
behind your theories of the First
Amendment, especially when some of
my colleagues not so recently rather
glibly voted to amend it. We have here
a question of the future health of this
democracy.

I just want to conclude by reading
from a nonpartisan study, the
Annenberg study; and this is what it
says. ‘‘This report catalogues one of
the most intriguing and thorny new
practices to come into the political
scene in many years, the heavy use of
so-called issue advocacy advertising by
parties, labor unions, trade associa-
tions, and business, ideological and sin-
gle issue groups during the last cam-
paign. This is unprecedented and rep-
resents an important change in the cul-
ture of campaigns. To the naked eye,
these issue advocacy ads are often in-
distinguishable from ads run by can-
didates.’’

I just want to read what the execu-
tive director of the NRA said about
these. And I am not talking about the
substance of their ads. I have no quar-
rel with them in terms of whether they
should be permitted or not. That is not
the issue.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. LEVIN) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. LEVIN
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. LEVIN. The question is whether
they should come within the kind of
regulation that now applies to ads that
say ‘‘elect’’ or ‘‘defeat.’’

Here is the what the executive direc-
tor of the NRA’s Institute for Legisla-
tive Action said. ‘‘It is foolish to be-
lieve there is any practical difference
between issue advocacy and advocacy
of a political candidate. What sepa-
rates issue advocacy and political ad-
vocacy is a line in the sand drawn on a
windy day.’’

Now, look, I think Shays-Meehan
protects voter guides like we presented
here. If there is any question about
that, let us have an amendment that
relates to voter guides. Though I do
not think it is necessary. But do not
present an amendment that guts the

entire issue advocacy provisions of this
bipartisan bill.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of this amendment. I want to com-
pliment the gentleman from California
(Mr. DOOLITTLE) for offering it.

Certainly, if nothing else, we ought
to protect the rights of individuals and
groups to distribute voter guides.
There is an argument here whether or
not it is actually doing this. But, obvi-
ously, the Member from California
feels strongly that this is necessary in
order to protect this right.

There has been a lot of talk here
about soft money. I just often wonder
about soft money. I know something
about hard money. But this business of
soft money and soft money automati-
cally being bad is something we should
think seriously about. Because so often
when we are talking about soft money,
we are talking about the people’s
money, their money, their property.
Sure, it is a first amendment right. But
there is also a property rights issue
here. When people have money, they
have a right to spend it; and if they
want to spend it on a voters guide, they
certainly ought to be able to do this.

So I think it is a very important
amendment and we should pay close at-
tention to this to make sure that we
pass this amendment. The problem
with attacking big money without
knowing why there is big money in-
volved in politics I think is the prob-
lem that we face. Big money is a prob-
lem. They are spending $100 million a
month to lobby us in the Congress and
hundreds of millions of dollars in the
campaign, but nobody ever talks about
why they are doing it.

There is a tremendous incentive to
send all this money up here. Unless we
deal with the incentive, we cannot deal
with the problem. So, so far, almost all
the talk that we have heard on this
campaign finance reform is dealing
with the symptom. The cause is Gov-
ernment is too big. Government is so
big there is a tremendous incentive for
people to invest this money. So as long
as we do not deal with that problem,
we are going to see a tremendous
amount of money involved.

But what is wrong with people spend-
ing their own money to come here and
fight for their freedom? What if they
are a right-to-life group? What if they
are a pro-gun-ownership group? What if
they are a pro-property-ownership
group? Why should they not be able to
come and spend the money like the
others have?

It just seems like they have been able
to become more effective here in the
last few years, and it seems like now
we have to clamp down on them be-
cause they have an effective way to
come here and fight for some of their
freedoms back again.

So I think that we are misguided
when we talk only about the money
and not dealing with the incentive to
spend the money, and that is big gov-

ernment. All the rules in the world will
not change these problems. We had a
tremendous amount of rules and laws
written since the early 1970s and all it
has done is compounded our problems.

So I think openness and reporting re-
quirements to let people know where
we are getting the money, let the peo-
ple decide if we are taking too much
from one group. But to come down hard
and attack on individual liberty and
the right for people to spend their
money and the right for the people to
distribute voters guides, I cannot say
see how that is going to solve any prob-
lems. I mean, what are we doing here?
I think it is total foolishness.

So I strongly endorse this amend-
ment, and let us hope we can pass this
amendment.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PAUL. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, may
I inquire as to how much time is re-
maining?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) has 2
minutes remaining.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I would like the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN)
or the gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. SHAYS) or someone from the side
of the proponents of Shays-Meehan to
explain to me why, in their opinion,
the 1994 Christian Coalition voters
guide is approved under Shays-Meehan.
They say that so clearly, but it is quite
clear to me that there is nothing clear
about Shays-Meehan. I would like to
have them specifically address them-
selves, instead of making the assertion
and moving on, if they would please
specifically address that illustration
down there, which let us have it
brought up in front of the House here,
and explain to me why they think that
that is protected.

If I were satisfied that that were pro-
tected by Shays-Meehan, I probably
would not offer this amendment.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PAUL. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I would like to take
up the challenge offered.

If we take a look at the voter guide,
the standards under Shays-Meehan are
met. The voter guide is not express ad-
vocacy if it presents information in an
educational manner solely about the
voting record or position on a cam-
paign issue with two or more can-
didates. It does. There are two can-
didates there, and it presents simply
their positions on the issues.

Two, that it is not made in coordina-
tion with a candidate, political party,
or agent of that candidate. We do not
know if this was or not. But, obviously,
there is nothing I can tell from the
four corners of the document that it
was.

And, lastly, that it not contain a
phrase such as ‘‘vote for,’’ ‘‘reelect,’’
‘‘support,’’ or ‘‘cast a ballot for.’’ And I
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again look to the document, and it has
none of those words in it.

I rest my case.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

time of the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
PAUL) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. PAUL
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PAUL. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. DELAY. The gentleman from
California (Mr. CAMPBELL) fails to con-
tinue reading the language that con-
cerns us the most. And the language
says, it does not contain words that in
context can have no reasonable mean-
ing other than to urge the election or
defeat of one or more cleared identified
candidates.

This is where the rift is, where rea-
sonable meaning. And we say that big
government gets to decide, according
to the language of the gentleman from
California, what ‘‘reasonable meaning’’
is. And if I pass this out in a church,
my opposition could very well say that,
under reasonable understanding, that
they are trying to sway the people in
that church with this voter guide to-
wards the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
GANSKE) on this voter guide. Therefore,
they would have to come under Federal
regulations.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PAUL. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I would like to an-
swer the gentleman from California
(Mr. CAMPBELL) as well.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY) is quite correct, He conven-
iently left out that key phrase.

I want to note that one of those
points says promoting homosexuality
to school children. And then down
below in the real fine print, which no
one can read from here, the Christian
Coalition is described as a pro-family
action organization, I believe is the
phrase.

In context, I believe a reasonable per-
son could conclude that a pro-family
action organization does not think it is
a good idea to promote homosexuality
to schoolchildren and, therefore, that
would fall under Shays-Meehan as
being held to be applicable to their law
and, therefore, would be banned.

I would like the gentleman from
California (Mr. CAMPBELL) to explain
to me his interpretation.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PAUL. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CAMPBELL. The phraseology in
Shays-Meehan refers to the words, the
phrases, the slogan, that in context can
have no reasonable meaning other than
to urge the election or defeat of one or
more clearly identified candidates.

The example we have before us does
not give any statement regarding
whether it is a good position or a bad

position to be in support or in opposi-
tion to any of the listed subject mat-
ters. Accordingly, it passes the test
under Shays-Meehan.

More fundamentally, the language
that the gentleman from California
would put in instead of the narrowly
tailored voter guide exception of
Shays-Meehan says that any commu-
nication that makes a comment on any
position on an issue, even by a single
candidate, qualifies as a voter guide. It
does not have to refer to a voting
record, it can refer only to a position
taken, and he extends it to the phrase
‘‘commentary.’’
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Accordingly it is a Mack truck kind
of exception. Virtually anything could
be called a ‘‘voter guide.’’

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The time of the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. PAUL) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. PAUL
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
DOOLITTLE).

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
listened to the gentleman’s expla-
nation. The phrase in this bill that he
supports says that words in context
have no reasonable meaning other than
to urge the election or defeat. I would
submit to my colleague that the words
‘‘office of promoting homosexuality in
schools’’ where one candidate opposes
it and one supports it, those words in
conjunction with the Christian Coali-
tion card, which in context is being dis-
tributed in churches and the card or
the word says it is a Christian action
organization, those would be deemed,
or could be deemed, to constitute the
context advocating the election of the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE) and
the defeat of his opponent.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PAUL. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding, particu-
larly since I was back in my office, and
all of a sudden I saw my campaign re-
enacted on the floor here.

I oppose the Doolittle amendment. If
I thought that the Shays-Meehan lan-
guage would prohibit a voter guide like
this one, I would not support the
Shays-Meehan language. But when I
read the Shays-Meehan language, it
seems to me clear that this type of
voter guide is okay; I mean, presents
information in an educational manner
about a voting record or a position on
a campaign of two or more issues, and
in terms of this particular item here, it
refers to a vote that was made here.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I reclaim
my time, and I yield to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY).

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to say, if that is the case for the
gentleman from Iowa, then he ought to
support Doolittle because Doolittle is

very clear. In fact it uses Supreme
Court language as his amendment that
says that we can do voter guides unless
we specifically advocate the election or
defeat of a candidate.

There is no in-between, and Shays-
Meehan is very ambiguous.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
PAUL) has expired.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

I think, Mr. Chairman, the evidence
here is quite clear that the language
does, in fact, in the Shays-Meehan bill,
does allow this particular voter guide.
That is why the amendment needs to
be defeated.

There has been some arguments here
that voter guides are unallowable. I
think the evidence is overwhelming
that the language does not say at all
that they are not allowable. In fact, I
would say that the gentleman from
California (Mr. DOOLITTLE) was reading
from the wrong section. The section
says: expressly unmistakable and un-
ambiguous support for our opposition;
2, one or more clearly identified can-
didates when taken as a whole and
with limited reference to external
events such as proximity to an elec-
tion.

So it is overwhelmingly clear that
this particular provision is nothing
more than a smokescreen to try to de-
feat our bill.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MEEHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Chairman, I think
it is important that we pass legislation
that deals with issue advocacy.

Once again, while I was watching
from my office, I saw or heard about a
campaign ad that was run against me
in 1996. The text of the act reads:

It’s Orlando water. American’s environ-
ment must be protected, but in just 18
months Congressman Ganske voted 12 times
out of 12 to weaken environmental protec-
tions. He even voted to let corporations con-
tinue releasing cancer-causing pollutants in
our air. Congressman Ganske voted for big
corporations who lobbied these bills, gave
them thousands of dollars in contributions.
Call and tell him to protect bla bla bla.

That is clearly an issue ad. It is the
type of ad that we need to get after in
terms of this legislation. There is a
great big difference between that type
of issue ad and a voter registration, a
voter guide, that is put out either by
this organization or any other number
of organizations, and I think that we
should defeat the Doolittle bill.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MEEHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I applaud
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE)
for going back to his election. He won
it, so it is a little easier than if he had
lost it. But he is a Republican, I am a
Democrat, but the last thing I would
deny is that that ad that was run
against him was a campaign ad.
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I tried an ad like this out on a group

of students. Every single one was
amazed that anybody would call that
anything but a campaign ad. Every sin-
gle one, they could not believe that is
the way we function in this democracy.
And what the Doolittle amendment
does is say it refers to voting records,
but, as been said before by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MEE-
HAN) and the gentleman from Connecti-
cut (Mr. SHAYS), the sponsors, and by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
CAMPBELL), this amendment goes miles
beyond voting records or voting guides.
It says any communication on any po-
sition on any issue taken by a can-
didate.

My colleague is trying to gut the
issue advocacy provisions and essen-
tially leave defenseless, if he does not
or she does not have a lot of money to
respond, an ad like was tried against
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
GANSKE), and there was no need for the
person or the group that presented it to
indicate who they were.

Mr. MEEHAN. Reclaiming my time,
let me just give an example of what we
are trying to provide, why we want to
have this provision in. This is what the
amendment would allow people to not
have to disclose, where money comes
from. This is what we are protecting.
This is a Senate candidate.

Senate candidate Winston Bryant’s budget
as Attorney General has increased by 71 per-
cent. Bryant has taken taxpayer funded jun-
kets to the Virgin Islands, Alaska and Ari-
zona. And spent about $100,000 on new fur-
niture. Unfortunately, as the state’s top law
enforcement official, he’s never opposed the
parole of any convicted criminal, even rap-
ists and murderers. And almost 4,000 Arkan-
sas prisoners have been sent back to prison
for crimes committed while they were out on
parole. Winston Bryant: government waste,
political junkets, soft on crime. Call Winston
Bryant and tell him to give the money back.

Now should not the person who had
that ad and the organization at a mini-
mum have to disclose where that
money comes from? And is it not rea-
sonable to assume that the intent of
that particular advertisement was to
influence that election? Of course. The
only thing that we are looking to do in
this legislation: when somebody wants
to spend millions of dollars in races
clear across this country and have that
type of a negative ad, at a minimum,
at a minimum, the American public
has a right to know where the money
came from.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

(Mrs. CHENOWETH asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, as
my colleagues know, it may seem odd
that I would be standing up here sup-
porting the Doolittle bill because I can
tell my colleagues this Congressman,
as a candidate, had millions and mil-
lions of dollars of negative campaign
ads targeted against her. The very ad
that ran against the gentleman from

Iowa (Mr. GANSKE) ran in my district,
and I am very opposed to that kind of
campaigning. It is despicable.

But the way to get at it is not
through more confused and confusing
rules and regulations, not through a
bureaucracy, but through a full disclo-
sure, which the Doolittle bill requires.
The bill that I am an original cospon-
sor on requires full disclosure, and then
it leaves it up to the voters to be able
to make that determination as to what
is truthful and what is correct, as they
did in the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
GANSKE’S) campaign and as they did in
mine. I probably had more dollars, mil-
lions and millions of dollars, targeted
at me from these very kinds of groups
with those kinds of ads than any other
congressional candidate in the Nation.
And yet the voters in Idaho decided to
cut to the chase and get to the bottom
line. What my voters in Idaho did not
have was who was really paying for
those ads, and the Doolittle bill re-
quires full disclosure because then it
takes it out of the hands of the bu-
reaucracy and puts it in the hands of
the voters to make the final decision.

But if we are really going to cut to
the chase, my colleagues, let us really
define what this whole debate is about.
It is about free speech. And even
though I had a very uncomfortable
campaign; I mean it was a carpet
bombing, and it was mean, and it was
vicious, and I did not like it at all, nev-
ertheless, as a Congressman, my first
responsibility is to protect the Con-
stitution and free speech, and let me
show you what this debate is really all
about.

In Time Magazine, February 1997,
what the minority leader said is what
we have is two important values in di-
rect conflict: freedom of speech and our
desire for healthy campaigns in a
healthy democracy. We cannot have
both. Well, maybe in their narrow
scope of regulate and rule and rule and
regulate we cannot have both, but in a
country of free people where the people
make the decisions, of course we can
have both, and that is what we must
defend and protect.

The Washington Times really said it
best in their June 5 editorial. They said
if Congress wants to clean up the mess
of money and politics, it should do so
by encouraging free speech, free discus-
sion and free debate. And that is the
basis of good political activity in the
United States of America.

Now the Doolittle amendment pro-
tects voter education guides and score
cards, and we need to protect that very
vital free speech. The Shays-Meehan
substitute cuts to the very core of free
speech that our Constitution so vigor-
ously protects. It restricts the ability
of organizations to engage in the free-
dom to educate the voters in this coun-
try. Whether we like it or not, we
should protect free speech first. Not
only does this prevent opportunities
for the electorate to become more in-
formed, but it violates the free-speech
rights of all organizations, and organi-

zations who are opposing a Helen
Chenoweth as well as my opponent or
anyone else still should have their free
speech rights protected vigorously by
this body.

But the Shays-Meehan language also
dictates a narrow set of speech speci-
fications under which elected officials
would deign to allow citizens groups to
disseminate their voting records, speci-
fications that would effectively ban the
score cards that we saw here before,
Mr. Chairman, and voter guides typi-
cally distributed by issue-oriented
groups, and do we want to restrict the
rights of groups or individuals to place
ads in the Washington Post or the New
York Times expressing their support or
opposition to a piece of legislation?
The Shays-Meehan substitute would re-
strict these sorts of actions regardless
of whether the communication is ex-
press advocacy. This is a blatant viola-
tion of the first amendment, and I real-
ly do strongly support the Doolittle
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, Congress should not
find ways to restrict speech or limit
the information available to our vot-
ers. Instead we should be promoting
free speech and encouraging an edu-
cated electorate. We are responsible for
that.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore The
time of the gentlewoman from Idaho
(Mrs. CHENOWETH) has expired.

(On request of Mr. WHITFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, Mrs. CHENOWETH
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mrs. CHENOWETH. What are we
afraid of?

As my colleagues know, I trust the
American people to make the right de-
cision when they are well-informed. I
have faith in my fellow citizens, and I
urge my colleagues to vote for the Doo-
little amendment. Do not restrict po-
litical participation by American citi-
zens, do not restrict the fundamental
rights to free speech, and do not de-
stroy the most vital tool we have to
maintain our representative govern-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr.
WHITFIELD).

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
think many of us feel the way the gen-
tlewoman feels, that many of us had
ads run against us in the last campaign
that we did not like.
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But we do believe that is the right of

organizations to do that. I was just cu-
rious, what were some of the organiza-
tions that ran ads against the gentle-
woman in her last election?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman,
reclaiming my time, the organizations
that I know about are the national
labor organizations and national envi-
ronmental organizations who tried to
do the same thing that they did to the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE) by
distorting the record. I believe we
should have truth in advertising in ev-
erything that is put across the air-
waves, but the Shays-Meehan bill does
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not address that. So we need to leave it
to the voters and their great discre-
tion.

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 82 OFFERED
BY MR. DOOLITTLE

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to modify my
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The Clerk will report the
modification.

The Clerk read as follows:
Modification to amendment No. 82 offered

by Mr. Doolittle:
The amendment is modified as follows:
In section 301(20)(B) of the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971, as proposed to be in-
serted by the amendment, insert after ‘‘any
communication’’ the following: ‘‘which is in
printed form or posted on the Internet and’’.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, will the gentleman
explain the purpose of this proposed
modification?

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, it
was my intent when we offered this to
have it drafted in such a way as to pro-
tect the printed material or material
on the Internet. It really was not my
intent to go beyond that. The wording
of the amendment arguably does go be-
yond that, so I offer this modification
to conform the written language of
what my intent clearly was.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, I believe
that every author of an amendment
ought to have the right to put it in the
way that he or she thinks is best, so I
will not object. But my reason for re-
serving the right to object was to ask
the gentleman from California, if he is
going back and amending his amend-
ment, the gentleman might recall the
discussion that we had before the
break, where I thought that inadvert-
ently the gentleman had gone out and
excluded, struck from the bill, the pro-
vision against coordination.

Truly, in the interest of just giving
the gentleman the best shot at his
amendment, if the gentleman is going
to go back and amend his amendment,
all it would take to get rid of that
issue entirely would be to say that the
gentleman is striking section
301(20)(B)(1) instead of (301)(20)(B), if
one reads what I am saying.

I offer this merely from the point of
view of helping. If my colleague and
friend from California does not wish
my assistance, then I have nothing fur-
ther to add and would withdraw my ob-
jection to his unanimous consent re-
quest.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, in
drafting the original amendment,
which we are now seeking to modify,
although we strike out the coordina-
tion language in this subsection B, I
would just reference the gentleman
from California (Mr. CAMPBELL) to the
overall section 206, which deals with
coordination of the candidates. Since
that deals with providing anything of
value, it was our experts’ belief that
that would still apply, and, therefore,
it was not necessary to do it in the way
the gentleman is suggesting.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, I
offer this in a friendly way. If the gen-
tleman said strike section 301(20)(B)(1),
instead of all of 301(20)(B), you would
remove all ambiguity. If, however, it is
the gentleman’s choice, then so be it.

I think the gentleman does create a
dangerous legislative history, which is
that the bill presently says you may
not coordinate an expenditure. The
gentleman’s amendment strikes the
phrase saying you may not coordinate
an expenditure and puts in something
silent on coordinating an expenditure,
and that degree of history is dan-
gerous.

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, I just wanted, one,
to know the intent of my colleague,
and also to say as a general principle,
I think that anyone who offers an
amendment should have the right to
perfect it as they choose, so I really
want to adhere to the concept that the
gentleman from California (Mr. CAMP-
BELL) already expressed.

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my res-
ervation of objection, if this is the pur-
pose of the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, my purpose for rising
was to engage my friend from Califor-
nia in a discussion, if he would wish,
and I will reserve at least the requisite
number of 2 minutes for that.

Here is the main point: The Shays-
Meehan bill itself does not prohibit
voter guides. It would not reach them
in its own words. What it does deal
with is whether they can be funded by
soft money or whether, if you are going
to run an ad that really is a campaign
ad, it ought to be under the same rules
as a campaign ad: Namely, you have
got to raise the money under the rules
of disclosure and maximum contribu-
tion limits of the Federal Election Act.
That is all that Shays-Meehan does.

To make it absolutely clear though,
Shays-Meehan then puts in a provision

saying we exempt from the definition
of express advocacy, which would re-
quire that only hard money be used,
the following kind of notification.
Where it discusses a voting record,
deals with more than one candidate,
and it is in a context that is not clear-
ly devoted to advocating voting for or
against somebody. So if one takes a
look at the bill, there is an exclusion in
its construction for what is a voter
guide, and there is, in addition, then an
explicit exclusion for a voter guide.

My good friend and colleague, the
gentleman from California (Mr. DOO-
LITTLE), proposes an alternative. As
you just heard, I was anxious that the
gentleman try to clarify his alter-
native further. Instead, however, we
still have the draft that the gentleman
presented us with which removes the
language that a true independent voter
guide not be coordinated with an indi-
vidual candidate. So the legislative
history, if the gentleman’s amendment
passes, will be quite clear, that prepar-
ers of a voter guide can indeed go
ahead and coordinate with the can-
didate favored in such a guide.

That is just the first problem with
this amendment. Here are the remain-
ing problems.

The Doolittle amendment creates a
loophole for ‘‘any communication in
printed form, or printed on the Inter-
net, which provides . . . commentary
on . . . positions on issues taken by
. . . any candidate for election for Fed-
eral office.’’ I am going through and
taking all of the ‘‘or’’ clauses and tak-
ing just one of the options at each ‘‘or’’
clause.

So, as a result, the exception sup-
posedly for voting records now covers
any communication providing any
commentary on positions on issues
taken by any candidate.

I submit to Members that campaign
ads of the most garden variety fit this
definition. Such an ad will ‘‘provide
commentary,’’ and, if it does not refer
to an issue taken by the individual, it
would be an amazing piece of lit-
erature: Vote against this person be-
cause we do not like the way he looks;
vote against this person, because of
what? All that needs to be, in order for
this loophole to apply, is to be a com-
munication offering a commentary on
a candidate’s position on an issue.

Now I would like to ask a hypo-
thetical. The poor gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. GANSKE), our good friend and
colleague, does not deserve to have his
campaign ad brought up once more, but
so be it. Neal Smith was his opponent,
and that voter guide said ‘‘Here is
where Greg Ganske is on the issues and
here is where Neal Smith is on the
issues.’’

Suppose that the group in question,
the Christian Coalition, put out a noti-
fication 1 week before the election, and
all it said was, ‘‘Neal Smith is a ter-
rible Congressman because he opposes
voluntary school prayer.’’

I believe that would fit through your
loophole, and I would yield to the gen-
tleman from California to answer this
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question if he would care to. The ad I
just read, ‘‘Neal Smith is a terrible
Congressman because he opposes vol-
untary school prayer,’’ would that fit
within your supposed ‘‘voter guide’’ ex-
ception?

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
am not satisfied with the gentleman’s
response to me on the voter guide, why
he thinks that is permitted by Shays-
Meehan. Now the gentleman is asking
me to comment upon his hypothetical.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, it is my time. I
yield to my friend to answer if he
chooses. If he chooses not, I am also
happy.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, it is
amazing to me that the gentleman
would want to stop an American citi-
zen from putting out anything that
they wanted to have the opportunity to
say, that Neal Smith is a terrible Con-
gressman. I am not advocating defeat
or anything.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, if the Whip would
stay in the well, I would like to engage
him; it just has to be a colloquy, not
just one way.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California (Mr. CAMP-
BELL) has expired.

(On request of Mr. DELAY, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. CAMPBELL was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, the
provision here is not that an ad shall
be prohibited. The question here is
whether soft money shall be allowed to
pay for it. And a loophole designed for
a voter guide——

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further on that
point right there, the gentleman inter-
rupted me, let me interrupt the gen-
tleman on a point, because the gen-
tleman claims it is soft money. No, it
is money raised by Americans who
want to participate in the political
process and express themselves about
positions or votes taken by Members of
Congress or people wanting to be Mem-
bers of Congress that the gentleman is
trying to prohibit.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I think the Whip
puts it quite well. It is a debate on this
issue. But let us call it that. Shall we
have limits to how much money poten-
tially can corrupt our campaign sys-
tem or not?

A very legitimate different point of
view from mine, but a very legitimate
point of view, says no, let us not have
any limits on campaign finance. That
is actually the view I think espoused
by the distinguished Whip.

But it is contrary to the whole idea
of campaign finance reform. If we are

for limiting the potentially corrupting
influence of money, as we have in the
law now, by a $1,000 maximum, then we
should not create a loophole so huge as
to permit the example that I gave to
my friend from California, as I gave to
my distinguished colleague and friend,
the Whip from Texas. I yield back the
balance of my time, unless my col-
league wishes to answer my hypo-
thetical.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I think
the distinguished Whip has articulated
his position quite clearly. I think that,
Mr. Chairman, there is a disagreement
about how this process should work. I
do not think money may absolutely
corrupt, but it does influence, and
there are those of us that feel we
should limit that influence and those
who feel we should not.

This, obviously, is an issue of a huge
loophole and just how much resources
are able to be funneled into a campaign
process. I understand the gentleman
who is introducing this amendment’s
position, because he feels that there
should not be any limits, and I respect
that.

But if we are going to have limits,
and if we are going to enforce those
limits, then we cannot have a huge
loophole that allows groups to come in
and circumvent the entire premise that
there should be a limit on money’s
ability to influence elections, and
maybe this amendment’s whole con-
cept is to create such a loophole, that
it destroys the entire enforceability of
the limit concept.

I appreciate the gentleman from
California’s position and the fact that
we do not want to create a loophole.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
WICKER) having assumed the chair, Mr.
SHIMKUS, Chairman pro tempore of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 2183) to amend the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971
to reform the financing of campaigns
for elections for Federal office, and for
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon.
f

REQUEST TO LIMIT FURTHER DE-
BATE AND AMENDMENTS ON
THIS DAY TO SHAYS AMEND-
MENT IN THE NATURE OF A
SUBSTITUTE DURING FURTHER
CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 2183, BI-
PARTISAN CAMPAIGN INTEGRITY
ACT OF 1997

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that during further
consideration of H.R. 2183 on this day,
pursuant to H. Res. 442 and H. Res. 485,
the pending amendment which we have

been discussing by the gentleman from
California (Mr. DOOLITTLE) to the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute by the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) be debatable for
30 minutes, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent. No other amendment to the
amendment by the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) shall be in
order on this day, except the amend-
ments that have been placed at the
desk, which are as follows:

The amendment by the gentleman
from Mississippi (Mr. WICKER); the
amendment by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. FOSSELLA); the amend-
ment by the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. STEARNS); the amendment by the
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. PICK-
ERING); and the amendment by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY).
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On this day, each amendment may be

considered only in the order listed and
may be offered only by the Member
designated, or his designee, shall be
considered as read, and shall be debat-
able for 30 minutes equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, and shall not be subject to a
demand for a division of the question
in the House or in the Committee of
the Whole.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WICKER). Is there objection to dispens-
ing with the reading of the amend-
ments only?

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, we have been talk-
ing, at least before we left for the 2-
week break, we were talking about a
unanimous consent agreement on cam-
paign finance reform. We had talked
about a comprehensive agreement, an
agreement that would result in us
being able to complete campaign fi-
nance reform by the August recess on
August 7; and, to that end, many of us
met today and we had talked about
agreeing to a unanimous consent
agreement and making part of the
unanimous consent agreement the fact
that we would take up in August, the
week of August 3 through 7, all of the
substitutes that had been made in
order, have an hour of debate for each
of those, and then vote up or down on
those substitutes.

I think, Mr. Speaker, if we look at
how long it has taken us to get to this
point in time and if we consider the
fact that, under the rule, we could lit-
erally have 250 to 260 amendments,
that it makes sense for us to try to
come to an agreement on a comprehen-
sive unanimous consent agreement
that would result in not only discuss-
ing those amendments that we need to
discuss but also a definite, definitive
time and date, that is August 3 through
7, where we would vote on each of the
substitutes.

So that is the unanimous consent
agreement that I was hoping that we
could get.
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I know that the gentleman from Cali-

fornia (Mr. THOMAS) had proposed lim-
iting to 34 different amendments before
we left. Now that we have a unanimous
consent agreement for just one
evening, I would point out that they
are all Republican amendments, and
two of the amendments, the Stearns
and the Fossella amendment, are near-
ly identical or are at least pretty simi-
lar.

So it does not seem to make any
sense to agree to a unanimous consent
agreement for one day when, in fact,
what we need here is some kind of a
commitment and some kind of an
agreement in writing that we can have
a vote on the substitutes that have
been offered here and have that vote
before the August recess. I do not
think I have to tell my colleagues how
long this process has been ongoing over
a period of the last several years.

Mr. DELAY. Regular order, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Regular
order would be the reading of the
amendments.

Does the gentleman from Massachu-
setts object to the reading of the
amendments?

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the reading of the amendments. I ob-
ject to the original request.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is recognized.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
jected.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from Massachusetts object
to the original unanimous consent re-
quest also?

Mr. MEEHAN. Yes, Mr. Speaker, I do.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-

tion is heard.
f

DESIGNATION OF HON. GEORGE R.
NETHERCUTT, JR., TO ACT AS
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE TO
SIGN ENROLLED BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS ON THIS
DAY

The Speaker pro tempore laid before
the House the following communica-
tion from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 14, 1998.

I hereby designate the Honorable GEORGE
R. NETHERCUTT, Jr. to act as Speaker pro
tempore to sign enrolled bills and joint reso-
lutions on this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the designation is agreed to.

There was no objection.
f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 4104, TREASURY, POSTAL
SERVICE, AND GENERAL GOV-
ERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1999

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, from
the Committee on Rules, submitted a

privileged report (Rept. No. 105–622) on
the resolution (H. Res. 498) providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 4104)
making appropriations for the Treas-
ury Department, the United States
Postal Service, the Executive Office of
the President, and certain Independent
Agencies, for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1999, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 3682, CHILD CUSTODY PRO-
TECTION ACT

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, from
the Committee on Rules, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 105–623) on
the resolution (H. Res. 499) providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 3682)
to amend title 18, United States Code,
to prohibit taking minors across State
lines to avoid laws requiring the in-
volvement of parents in abortion deci-
sions, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 3267, SONNY BONO MEMO-
RIAL SALTON SEA RECLAMA-
TION ACT

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, from
the Committee on Rules, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 105–624) on
the resolution (H. Res. 500) providing
for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
3267) to direct the Secretary of the In-
terior, acting through the Bureau of
Reclamation, to conduct a feasibility
study and construct a project to re-
claim the Salton Sea, which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

f

BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN
INTEGRITY ACT OF 1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WICKER). Pursuant to House Resolution
442 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
for the further consideration of the
bill, H.R. 2183.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
2183) to amend the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 to reform the fi-
nancing of campaigns for elections for
Federal office, and for other purposes,
with Mr. SHIMKUS (Chairman pro tem-
pore) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When

the Committee of the Whole rose ear-
lier today, pending was Amendment
No. 82 by the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. DOOLITTLE) to Amendment No.

13 by the gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. SHAYS).

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I asked to rise into
the House so that I could propound a
unanimous consent request. However, a
point of order was reserved and a
speech was then made and then objec-
tion was heard. Unfortunately, I was
not able during that monologue to ex-
plain why I offered the unanimous con-
sent, so I am doing so now.

The majority leader has committed
that the campaign finance debate will
end prior to the August recess. That
coincides with the gentleman from
Massachusetts’ specified dates of some-
where between August 3 and August 7.
His complaint was that we do not have
a complete agreement in which they
have structured it and they have
signed off on it.

What I am trying to do as the man-
ager of a bill, if I cannot meet the en-
tire structural agreement, I thought
that it would be appropriate to move
us along, to at least begin to structure
it day by day. What I offered was a
structure for today.

Contained within that unanimous
consent was a desire to continue to de-
bate this particular amendment by the
gentleman from California (Mr. DOO-
LITTLE) to the substitute by the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS)
for 30 minutes. We have consumed far
more than 30 minutes prior to my
unanimous consent being propounded. I
am quite sure we are going to consume
far more than an additional 30 minutes.

So I have some difficulty in under-
standing the argument from the other
side in which they continue to make a
point without listening.

The majority leader has said, we will
finish this debate prior to the August
recess. It would seem to me that it
would behoove all of us who want to
have an orderly process, give a fair op-
portunity for as many people who wish
to enter into the debate as possible, to
structure it. What we got was an objec-
tion from the other side because we
could not structure from today until
August. What I was offering was a
structure for today. But, clearly, that
was objected to.

So if we cannot do it day by day, we
must propound something that is going
to extend over a long period of time. It
just baffles me that the debate that
goes on is that we want to move
through this in an orderly fashion, but
then they object to an orderly fashion
being offered for today. If the com-
plaint is it is not everything, why
would they object to today? If we can
get order for today, maybe we can get
order for tomorrow. If we can get order
for tomorrow, maybe, working to-
gether, we can get order for the entire
period.

But they seem to want to make the
argument that they want to move for-
ward; and when we try to propose an
opportunity to agree to move forward,
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they object. That was the reason I
tried to offer it, to move us forward
under an orderly time frame. I am just
sorry that they are more interested in
the point of debate rather than the
substance of moving forward.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for 2 min-
utes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object. Does the gen-
tleman now, after refusing to set a
structure for orderly debate——

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my unanimous consent request.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to strike the requisite number of
words.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. With-
out objection, the gentleman from
Massachusetts is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

There was no objection.
Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, what

we are looking to do here is try to find
an agreement that gets us to a vote.
Nobody rationally believes, given the
UC agreement that we got on campaign
finance reform before we left, that 25
hours of debate on this UC agreement,
in order for us to have any chance at
all of getting a vote by August, we
would have to have at least three-
fifths, four-fifths of the amendments
that have been proposed withdrawn.

So I will be glad to work all evening
to try to find a way to reach an agree-
ment that results in a definite vote, a
vote that would take place sometime
in the week, the last week we are here,
the 3rd through the 7th of August.

And I appreciate the gentleman from
California’s work on this. I would love
to work with him further to get an
agreement, but to propose four amend-
ments for tonight, given the fact that
campaign finance reform is not even
scheduled for the rest of the week and
is scheduled for possibly 1 day next
week and there is only 2 weeks left
after that. So no reasonable, rational
person really thinks that we are going
to get through 250 amendments by Au-
gust 7.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Today I rise in strong opposition to
the Doolittle amendment. I think, if we
really ask ourselves honestly, if we are
indeed committed to enacting cam-
paign finance reform, we have to do so
in a manner which addresses the great-
est loophole which we are currently
facing, and that loophole is the one
which allows for unlimited amount of
funding of issue advocacy ads.

Mr. Chairman, it is somewhat re-
markable to me that we have spent a
lot of time this year with congressional
investigations into what have been per-
ceived as illegal campaign violations.
But the sad fact of it is is that one of
the greatest problems we face is with
legal problems with our campaign sys-

tem. When we have a system in place
that can allow for unlimited sums of
money to come in to influence an out-
come of an election, unlimited sums of
money that can come in without any
requirement that the people that are
contributing that money be identified,
we have a serious problem.

What Shays-Meehan does, it clearly
ensures that everybody that contrib-
utes to a campaign or to an effort in
order to influence the outcome is that
we ask them to be identified. We are
not saying that we are going to restrict
anybody’s right of speech. We are say-
ing that everyone has the right to par-
ticipate; everyone has the right to ex-
press their feelings and their concerns
about an issue and about a candidate.

But what we are saying also is that
the voters of any district, the voters of
this country also have a right to know
who is trying to influence those elec-
tions. And what the Doolittle amend-
ment clearly does, it would undermine
that. It would once again allow this
loophole to continue, because it would
allow printed material and campaign
fliers to be mailed out to every house-
hold with what could be misleading in-
formation about a candidate’s position.

And those could be funded by anyone.
They could be funded by foreign inter-
ests. They could be funded by a crimi-
nal interest, and there is no way for
the voters of that district and the fam-
ily in the household in which that
mailer went into to know who was be-
hind those and who was trying to influ-
ence the outcome. That is the problem.

That is why, in order for us to have
any legitimate campaign finance re-
form, we have to continue to be strong
and vigilant in ensuring that people
who try to influence the outcome have
to disclose who the contributors are.

I would identify just this one chart
that I have here. It is somewhat, it
seems to me, just inequitable that a
person who makes a contribution to
my campaign or anyone else’s, who
contributes in excess of $200, has to in-
clude their name, their address, their
employer, their occupation, the date of
the contribution, the aggregate
amount of the contributions that I
have received.

b 1845

But someone who contributes up to
$250,000, maybe $1 million, and funnels
that through an issue advocacy cam-
paign effort, they are not required to
identify themselves. They are not re-
quired to identify their address or their
employer, even the country they might
be coming from.

Mr. Chairman, the American people
understand that they want control of
their elections. That is what we are
trying to achieve here. The only way
we will be able to achieve that is by
closing the issue advocacy loophole.
Doolittle tries to open the barn doors
wide open once again, and that clearly
is not in the interests of the American
people and the interests of having fair
elections.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DOOLEY of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s point, but what
we are doing is here is debating the
Doolittle amendment.

I would ask the gentleman, is he for
or against the Christian Coalition, the
NAACP, or others to be able to offer
those kinds of voter guides we have put
up as examples?

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I clearly support that right,
and the Shays-Meehan legislation is
carefully crafted to ensure that voter
guides will be able to continue to be
published.

Mr. DELAY. If the gentleman will
yield further, what about the language
in Shays-Meehan that says or offers
the opportunity to regulate voter
guides when it says that, in context, it
can have no reasonable meaning other
than to urge the election or defeat of
one or more clearly-identified can-
didates? Is that not a huge loophole
that would prohibit the Christian Coa-
lition from offering those kinds of
voter guides, say in the gentleman’s
church?

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, as the authors of this legis-
lation have clearly stated, the clear in-
tention of the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MEE-
HAN) was not to infringe in any way on
the ability of the Christian Coalition,
the Sierra Club, or anyone else who
wants to provide information to the
voters which is clearly designed to
identify the source.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOOLEY of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, inter-
estingly enough, the language in here
that is the appropriate language is ‘‘ex-
pressly unmistakable and unambiguous
support for or opposition to one or
more clearly identified candidates
when taken as a whole and with lim-
ited reference to the external events,
such as proximity to an election.’’

So this is not something that is a
reasonable person’s standard at all. In
fact this is ‘‘expressly, unmistakable,
unambiguous.’’

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Reclaim-
ing my time, the issue here is very sim-
ple: Do we think that the voters of this
country have the right to know who is
trying to influence them?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from California
(Mr. DOOLEY) has expired.

(On request of Mr. MEEHAN, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. DOOLEY of
California was allowed to proceed for 1
additional minute.)

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, the issue is clear, do we be-
lieve as a Congress that the voters of
the United States have the right to
know who is trying to influence the
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outcome of an election? Unless we
close the issue advocacy loophole, we
are not giving the voters that right. We
would certainly be doing an injustice
to the American people in our efforts
to reform campaign law if we do not
close the issue advocacy loophole.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOOLEY of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman has been discussing our
right to know, and on any ad run on
television or on the radio there is a dis-
claimer required, so the gentleman
knows the organization that is paying
for the ad.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Let me
give the gentleman a real, live exam-
ple, if I could respond, with an inde-
pendent expenditure that was issue ad-
vocacy on the Coalition for our Chil-
dren’s Future.

They have a board of directors that
was in place, and had an executive di-
rector that was approached by a party
who asked them whether or not they
would agree to give blank checks that
were signed to a third party, and would
also sign an oath of secrecy that they
would not disclose the identity of the
person that was trying to influence the
outcome.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from California
(Mr. DOOLEY) has again expired.

(On request of Mr. WHITFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. DOOLEY of
California was allowed to proceed for 1
additional minute.)

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, the point I am making is
the disclosure was on the bottom of the
ad, Coalition for our Children’s Future.
But the board of directors of Coalition
for our Children’s Future did not know
who was funneling the money through
them.

They also have an executive director
that signed basically an oath of secrecy
that he would not disclose who was
funneling this money in. They also had
an executive director that signed blank
checks given to this entity that they
had signed a nondisclosure agreement
with so that they could keep that se-
cret.

This third party entity that was
using Coalition for our Children’s Fu-
ture could have been a foreign entity,
foreign sources, it could have been
criminal sources.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DOOLEY of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, if it is
not a campaign ad, there is no disclo-
sure. You have to have it be a cam-
paign ad in order to require disclosure.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOOLEY of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I think
we are ready for a vote on this. Maybe
we could move and get a vote.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I do not think that we
have yet made the point of what hap-
pens with these voter guides. I think
the problem is that, once again, we
come into that problem of jeopardizing
freedom of speech whenever we try to
achieve some kind of change in the
campaign finance system.

Who is going to decide, in context,
what is reasonable and what is not rea-
sonable? At what point are they going
to decide that? What is the timing
going to be in which they decide that?
Do they decide that after the organiza-
tion has had these voter guides print-
ed? Do they decide that after they have
been distributed? Do they decide that
the day before they are distributed, on
the weekend before the election, when
it is too late to replace them with
whatever the objection was?

Once again, we get right into the
whole question of whether or not we
want to limit the ability of people to
make their points, their freedom of
speech points that can be made.

The groups that support the Doo-
little amendment and the groups that
consider the Shays-Meehan exception
for scorecards bogus is a list that just
goes on and on and on. Seldom do we
see the same groups in agreement that
we see in agreement supporting the
Doolittle amendment. The ACLU, the
National Rifle Association, the Chris-
tian Coalition, the National Right-To-
Life Committee, all agree that the
Doolittle amendment protects their
right to express their view of how can-
didates have voted on issues.

Who is going to decide? I know we
are probably tired of seeing this voter
guide of our colleague, the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. GREG GANSKE), but the
voter guide itself that was handed out
said clearly at the bottom that this is
a pro-family citizen action organiza-
tion.

Then if we look at the things they
are reporting on, a reasonable person
might very well decide that this advo-
cates one of these candidates over an-
other. Because they are pro-family,
they are Christian, discussing taxpayer
funding of abortion, homosexuals in
the military, and we have one question
here, promoting homosexuality to
schoolchildren, and one candidate is
seen as opposing that, and another sup-
ports that, I think it is pretty clear
with this piece of literature that this
group is likely to come down on the
side of one of these candidates, even
though they do not say that on this lit-
erature.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLUNT. I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. WHITFIELD. I want to just read
from the Shays-Meehan language.
Their language says, ‘‘. . . words that,
in context, have no reasonable meaning
other than to urge the election or de-
feat of one or more clearly identified
candidates.’’ Those are two clearly
identified candidates.

I think reasonable men and women
could have a difference of opinion as to
whether or not this is urging the elec-
tion or defeat of a candidate. Many of
these scorecards can. I think the gen-
tleman would agree with me that that
could be interpreted to mean you can-
not issue these during campaigns.
Would the gentleman agree with that?

Mr. BLUNT. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, I would say that I agree
totally. I say that the greater point
here is that who is giving the authority
to ultimately decide that the FEC or
some other location can decide that, in
a manner that is very, very disruptive
to people trying to freely express their
view of the public debate in the coun-
try?

If we decide that, are we going to
have to get pre-clearance from the
FEC? Do we expect the ACLU, the
Christian Coalition, the National
Right-To-Life Committee, to send in
these things in advance? How long does
that take? How many things happen
after the time they sent their proposed
literature in and the time that we
would actually want to distribute it
that we would in a normal context just
simply add before it went to the print-
er?

We cannot do that because we put
this clearance idea in, that somebody
has to decide what is reasonable and
what is not reasonable. So we have this
group of people who are supporting the
Doolittle amendment. We have a group
of people who consider the exemption
we are talking about for scorecards
bogus. That includes the American
Civil Liberties Union, the American
Conservative Union, two groups that
do not agree very often on issues; the
American Council for Immigration Re-
form; the Association of Concerned
Taxpayers; the Abraham Lincoln Foun-
dation, and the list goes on and on and
on.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BLUNT. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman being from Mis-
souri, because Missouri just cuts
through all the lawyerspeak and gets
right to the bottom line.

That is exactly what we have, what
we find here. We find a bunch of lawyer
language, and that is what we are try-
ing to point out here. It is lawyer lan-
guage that you can drive a truck
through to stop these kinds of voter
guides put out by these organizations
that every Member that has stood up
and opposed the Doolittle amendment
has said they do not want to stop.

They claim that because Shays-Mee-
han has some sort of exemption for
voter guides, that that makes it all all
right.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. BLUNT) has expired.

(On request of Mr. DELAY, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. BLUNT was al-
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)
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Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, it is the

same organizations that the opponents
to the Doolittle amendment say they
are trying to save that are supporting
the Doolittle amendment.

The whole point here is how in the
world, other than taking the Christian
Coalition or NAACP or others to court
and penalizing them, how in the world
are we going to decide what does ‘‘rea-
sonable’’ mean, other than going to
court and getting a bunch of lawyers
together, costing a lot of money, and
restricting people’s rights to stand up
and say, this Congressman’s voter
record says this, this challenger’s voter
record says this, you can compare it
for yourself and make a decision. It
does not advocate the election or de-
feat of any one candidate.

What it does say, and I think we are
just clearing it up, in Shays-Meehan
they make an exception for voter
guides. We are just saying, fine, but we
want to stop the loopholes that you
have written in here, and we want to
make sure that we are protected in
being able to put out voter guides.

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the gentleman
from Texas. I would also say that when
we put the word ‘‘reasonable’’ in the
law itself, we really create a barrier to
groups who do not want to throw their
money away; to groups who clearly
cannot spend all their time in court,
and who see ‘‘reasonable’’ in the law,
do not know what that means, decide
they really cannot in all likelihood get
their message across, so they just be-
lieve that their first amendment rights
are gone, whether they are truly gone
or not.

Who knows what ‘‘reasonable’’
means? How is that defined in the law?
Are we going to leave that up to the
FEC to decide how that is defined in
the law?

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLUNT. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the nonlawyer from Missouri for
yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I would be interested
in my colleague’s point of view. Would
a campaign piece of literature that
simply says nothing more than ‘‘Neal
Smith is a terrible congressman be-
cause he opposed voluntary school
prayer,’’ is that a voter guide, in the
gentleman’s opinion?

Mr. BLUNT. The gentleman’s opinion
may or may not be reasonable.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. BLUNT) has expired.

(On request of Mr. DELAY, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. BLUNT was al-
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BLUNT. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to answer this. That is one of the
reasons I have a problem with the

Shays-Meehan language. They say it
exempts voter guides, as long as they
present information in an educational
manner solely about the voting record
on the campaign issue of two or more
candidates.

The gentleman is absolutely right. If
an organization wants to take on one
Congressman and talk about his voting
record and send out a voting guide,
even if he is unopposed, even if he is
unopposed, Shays-Meehan prohibits
that from happening.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLUNT. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, my
point was simple. If it is a voter guide
exemption, make sure it is a voter
guide.

The example I have given to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOO-
LITTLE), the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. BLUNT), and to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) is not a voter
guide. It says, this candidate is terrible
because of his view on this issue. That
is a campaign ad. I thank the gen-
tleman for his courtesy in yielding to
me.

Mr. BLUNT. In response to my
friend, the gentleman from California,
the voter guides that include multiple
candidates clearly do show the voting
record. Those are the traditional vot-
ing guides under the law now. I think
it is unlikely that that process would
continue. I think it is unlikely that
those organizations would be able to
distribute those guides.

I think the mechanics of putting the
guidelines in place as to what was rea-
sonable and what was not reasonable
would be so prohibitive that what we
are really saying here is that this is
not going to happen, because anybody
can take a voter guide and decide who
that group was most likely for, wheth-
er it is the AFL–CIO or the Christian
Coalition.

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BLUNT. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

b 1900
Mr. HEFNER. I have heard a lot

about free speech, but I have not heard
anything that talked about, when you
send mailers or what have you, truth-
fulness. When you talk about some-
body’s voting record, you take just par-
tial voting records or amendments that
were in the committee or what have
you and distort them, then do not iden-
tify who sent it out, this is absolutely
not free speech. You do not stand up in
a theater and holler fire.

The whole thing, the Doolittle, in my
view, the Doolittle amendment opens it
up. If some group wants to get together
and say, like happened in my district,
we had a mailer that said BILL HEFNER
and Mike Dukakis, if you want to kill
babies, vote for Mike Dukakis and BILL
HEFNER. This is not a voter guide.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The time of the gentleman

from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT) has again
expired.

(On request of Mr. WHITFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. BLUNT was al-
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. BLUNT. I think there are viable
laws that do come into effect here. The
Doolittle amendment specifically talks
about voter guides. If the voter guide
that some group sends out is untruth-
ful, there is recourse in that. I think
for the Congress to decide what organi-
zations can say, that is the job of the
courts, not the job of the Congress. The
first amendment did not give to the
Congress the right to determine what
was truthful language and what could
be said in a free society.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BLUNT. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Missouri goes right to the
point of the gentleman from North
Carolina. The Shays-Meehan bill is an
attempt by incumbents, incumbents, to
decide what you say is the truth, not
the courts. They want this Congress to
decide and set up regulations to regu-
late people’s participation in the proc-
ess.

We want to get rid of all these un-
comfortable ads that are being run
against us because I do not like them
and they make me uncomfortable. We
want to get rid of the opportunities of
people to stand up and say, I voted this
way or I voted that way and they ei-
ther like the way I voted or they dis-
like the way I voted. We want to get
rid of all that so that we could be a lit-
tle more comfortable and limit people’s
ability to participate in the process.
That is what this is all about. The gen-
tleman from North Carolina pointed
that out very well.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I think it
is clear that the job of the Congress is
not to be comfortable. The job of a
Member of Congress is to represent the
people of their district and for that,
the way they do that, to be an item of
public debate.

Certainly, if people make up untruth-
ful things and distribute them, there
are laws that govern that, but the Con-
gress of the United States is not in a
position to enforce those laws. We are
in a position to encourage that some of
those laws be passed, though generally
those are going to be State laws. We
are not in a position to enforce those
laws. That is for somebody else.

What we are trying to do here is de-
cide what is reasonable or not. What
we are trying to do here is decide what
is comfortable or not.

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman said
you have recourse for suing someone
for sending out information that is un-
true. But that is really not, an elected
official is pretty much immune from
being able to sue anybody.
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What makes it so bad is in the clos-

ing parts of a campaign where the in-
cumbent or the challenger has no way
to respond to a negative mailing or,
what we have done in broadcasting, we
have done away with the fairness doc-
trine. There is no fairness doctrine
anymore. So in my view the Doolittle
amendment absolutely opens up a
floodgate to let people do dishonest
things for their own personal and for
their own special interests with no re-
gard for the truth or the consequences
of it.

To me, I just think that the Meehan
bill, I do not think that we need the
Doolittle amendment. I think it does
great harm to the work that these men
have done over the years.

I think that there is a move to delay
this and draw it out until, hopefully, it
will die of old age.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HEFNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, the bot-
tom line to this debate is quite simple.
Meehan-Shays does not in any way pre-
vent voter guides from happening. But
to assure that there was no question in
this Chamber, we made sure that we
added a section to make it unambig-
uous that you can provide for voter
guides. The gentleman from California
deletes our section which protects
voter guides.

The bottom line to this issue is,
where you have a campaign ad, includ-
ing those sham ‘‘issue ads’’, then an in-
dividual can advertise under the cam-
paign laws. It is bogus, it is wrong, it is
totally incorrect to suggest that people
do not have a voice. They have a voice
outside the campaign law through
using voter guides and other non-cam-
paign activity. And they have a voice
inside the campaign law by abiding by
the same rules as everyone else. They
have freedom of speech. We limit what
people can raise. We do not limit what
they can spend.

And any individual who wants to run
an ad on their own can do so as long as
it is not coordinated. Coordinated ex-
penditures become campaign ads. But
our Supreme Court has made it very
clear that individuals cannot be lim-
ited on what they spend.

What you are hearing tonight is a
bogus debate on the part, in my judg-
ment, of the gentleman from California
(Mr. DOOLITTLE) to suggest, one, that
we do not allow these. We do allow
them. We make it clear. First, we do
not forbid them; and, secondly, we
make it clear that they are allowed.

Secondly, I would like to take this
time, if the gentleman would allow me
to proceed, to say that Republicans
who received the House Republican
conference floor prep were given a very
misleading statement about what the
Doolittle proposal does and what Mee-
han-Shays does. I urge my colleagues
to totally discount this very inac-
curate statement put out by my own
Republican Conference.

I thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. WHITFIELD) is recognized for
5 minutes.

There was no objection.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman will state it.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, if I
have not spoken before and I move to
strike the last word, can Members ob-
ject to that?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
fact that the gentleman offered a pro
forma amendment, the Doolittle
amendment on the 19th on his own
time requires him to ask unanimous
consent.

Mr. WHITFIELD. I thank the Chair.
Mr. Chairman, I think the real con-

cern that we have today, the crux of
this issue of the debate that we are
really talking about today, gets down
to this definition of express advocacy.
The Supreme Court has consistently
and very clearly said that express ad-
vocacy is language that explicitly re-
quests the defeat or the election of a
candidate. And if it says that, if the ad
says that, you must use hard money.
And that is money regulated by the
Federal Election Commission.

The gentleman was correct. Any
wealthy individual, a multimillionaire
can go out any time they want to and
buy an ad, and that is an independent
expenditure. They can expressly advo-
cate the defeat or the election of a can-
didate.

What we are talking about today is
issue advocacy; and these are the many
organizations around our country, the
thousands of organizations that may
want to participate in the political sys-
tem. The Supreme Court has made it
very clear that that is, goes to the very
core of a democracy, of the right to
speak about issues in an election.

What this bill does is it makes it un-
clear about what can and cannot be
done. That is a chilling of the first
amendment right of political free
speech.

Now, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts, one of the cosponsors of this bill,
read from paragraph 3 of express advo-
cacy; and he said:
Expressing unmistakable and unambiguous
support for or opposition to one or more
clearly identified candidates when taken as a
whole and with limited reference to external
events such as proximity to an election.

Now, reasonable people can have dif-
ferent views about what is and what is
not, taken as a whole means this or
means that. But the point that I would
make, the Supreme Court has already
ruled half of that language as unconsti-
tutional in the FEC versus Maine
Right to Life case. It has already been
ruled unconstitutional, this language

that is in this bill. Yet they still want
to proceed with it.

In addition to that, they go on and
further complicate it by saying that if
one of these voter guides urges the
election, if words that are in context
can have no reasonable meaning other
than to urge the election or defeat of a
candidate, then it cannot, it is not cov-
ered under this exception. And these
voting guides have, different men and
women have differences of opinion
about what they are urging and what
they are not urging.

The thing that is so disturbing about
the Shays-Meehan bill is that it does
nothing about the election money
spent by candidates. It does nothing
about independent expenditures spent
by wealthy individuals, but it shuts the
door to all sorts of organizations, if
they violate the definition of express
advocacy as determined in this bill.

Any ad run 60 days within an election
is express advocacy. It has to be hard
money. So, in essence, what we do with
this language is that we allow the Fed-
eral Election Commission to determine
who can speak, what they can say and
when they can say it.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITFIELD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, when the
gentleman says shut the door, I wish
the gentleman would clarify what he is
saying. If it is, in fact, a campaign ad,
it is true it comes under the campaign
law. It means that people can raise
money and advertise. They still have a
right to advertise, they just come
under disclosure rules and contribu-
tions limits. But they can spend as
much as they raise.

Certainly the gentleman would not
suggest that the Christian Coalition
National Right to Life Committee, the
National Rifle Association or any other
group would have any trouble raising
money and spending. They simply
would, for the first time, have to dis-
close campaign ads.

Mr. WHITFIELD. They would have to
go through all the process, the com-
plicated process, the legal process of
filing a political action committee, set-
ting up a political action committee,
forming all kinds of reports. And that
is a chilling effect. We live in a democ-
racy where groups and individuals can
talk about elections whenever they
want to. And the Supreme Court has
consistently said that the only thing
that is express advocacy is if you ex-
pressly urge the defeat or the election
of a candidate. And you all are broad-
ening this so broad that, as the gen-
tleman from Missouri said, you would
almost have to go to the FEC in ad-
vance and get their permission for run-
ning the ad.

I think that is the part of this that
disturbs us and the reason that we are
supporting the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Kentucky
(Mr. WHITFIELD) has expired.
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(By unanimous consent, Mr.

WHITFIELD was allowed to proceed for 2
additional minutes.)

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, the
reason that we are endorsing the gen-
tleman from California’s amendment is
that he, in essence, returns to the
original Supreme Court language here.
Basically, there will not be any ques-
tion about it. That is really what this
is all about.

I realize that Shays-Meehan is a
good-intentioned bill with all the best
ideas that they can come up with. But
the fact is it places so many things to
interpretation, and the ultimate inter-
pretation is going to be made by a
group of commissioners at the FEC
who are appointed by a President, and
they have their political views.

And so everybody else in America
may be, the door may be closed unless
they want to go through all this com-
plicated procedure of filing reports and
establishing political action commit-
tees and hiring election lawyers and
doing that.

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITFIELD. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Michigan.

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, when
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. HEFNER) a few minutes ago raised
the issue of honesty in ads, there was
quite a lot of discussion about that.
The argument was that courts could
determine the honesty of particular
ads and the appropriateness of particu-
lar ads relative to libel. Who appoints
Federal judges?

Mr. WHITFIELD. Well, Mr. Chair-
man, I did not make that argument.
The President, I think, still appoints
them.

I might also add, if the gentlewoman
wants to come up with an amendment
on truth in advertising for political
ads, I would be the first to support it.

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I am
responding to the comments from that
side of the aisle a few minutes ago that
certainly presidential appointees were
capable of making decisions in an elec-
tioneering context, and so I do not
think it is reasonable to argue on one
hand that presidential appointees are
inadequate and on the other that they
are perfectly adequate. One cannot
have it both ways.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, my
point is that this is the core of our de-
mocracy, being involved in political
elections. And who can speak and who
cannot speak and who determines what
they can say and what they can spend,
that is okay for candidates. I under-
stand that. That is okay for individuals
who are wealthy.

b 1915

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The time of the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. WHITFIELD) has
again expired.

(On request of Mr. DOOLITTLE, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. WHITFIELD was

allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Ms. RIVERS. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, I wish to ask him
about the current system, because
right now we have a series of cat-
egories that activities fall within. If we
are engaged in an independent expendi-
ture, for example, we must meet the
criteria and we cannot step out of that.

Mr. WHITFIELD. We do not have to
abide by any FEC law.

Ms. RIVERS. To do an independent
expenditure? If we work with the cam-
paign of the individual.

Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentlewoman
did not say coordinate it.

Ms. RIVERS. That is what I was try-
ing to say, is if we step outside of the
law as it exists regarding independent
expenditures, it is the FEC who en-
forces that; is it not?

Mr. WHITFIELD. Of course, if it is
coordinated. But a wealthy individual
can go out and run an ad.

Ms. RIVERS. The point I am making
is that there are laws that currently
exist that regulate the behavior we are
discussing here. And if one steps out-
side of that behavior it is the FEC who
enforces those laws. They have done it
for years and years and years.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
will reclaim my time.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITFIELD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. The gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) indi-
cated my amendment was bogus, but I
thought it was interesting that these
organizations all consider his so-called
exemption for scorecards bogus: The
American Civil Liberties Union, the
American Conservative Union, the Na-
tional Right to Life Committee, the
National Rifle Association, the Na-
tional Defense Foundation, amongst
many others, the National Legal Pol-
icy Center.

Would the gentleman agree that
their wording actually makes ambigu-
ous what is now clear and unambiguous
in the present law?

Mr. WHITFIELD. Yes, it does. It
makes it ambiguous. And reasonable
men and women can differ as to what is
and what is not allowed.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Whereas now that
is clear. If we do not use certain words,
it is clearly beyond the purview of Fed-
eral regulation. Now everything is ar-
guably within the purview.

Mr. WHITFIELD. The Supreme Court
has made it explicitly clear time and
time again. And now we are going to,
in my view, make the system much
more complicated, much more dif-
ficult, and I think we will see less po-
litical participation than we would
without this legislation.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. And that is the de-
sign.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

I rise as author of one of the major
campaign finance reform bills, a com-

prehensive cleanup bill, and it contains
the same measure in it that Shays-
Meehan does. Therefore, I rise to op-
pose the amendment that is being of-
fered.

This amendment really does not
make any reform. It does not clean up
anything. It takes the law back to
what it is today, and that is not
progress. So this amendment is really
not about voter guides, it is really
about special interest money remain-
ing in politics. The Doolittle amend-
ment, by removing the express advo-
cacy language, maintains the status
quo, it means that multi-mega-million
dollar campaigns are not run by politi-
cians nor by political parties but can
be run by very special interests.

So where in this amendment is the
reform? How does maintaining the sta-
tus quo get us further ahead? In this
whole debate, of all the 11 bills that
have been brought to the floor by the
Committee on Rules and these series of
amendments, are all supposed to end
up with the law in better shape after
we have addressed it than it is today.
This amendment does not do that. If
adopted, it offers no change.

I think that sometimes these amend-
ments can be classified as red herrings,
to really divert our attention from the
real issue here, which is how do we stop
the money madness that is in cam-
paigns? How do we bring money out of
campaigns and really get down to
where people are talking to people, not
just buying words and buying fancy
television ads? Certainly this amend-
ment is not the answer.

Mr. Chairman, I support reform and I
am urging strong defeat of the Doo-
little amendment. And if there are no
other speakers, Mr. Chairman, maybe
we ought to move on.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to clear up
one point. A previous Speaker stated
that there are laws to prevent false-
hoods used in ads or campaigns. I have
had a lot of experience in campaigns,
and to set the record straight, there
are no enforceable laws to prevent un-
truth or even blatant falsehoods in
campaigns.

Today, it is not really legal to lie
about an opponent in a campaign, but
there is no enforcement and, though il-
legal, no punishment possible. So it
happens frequently in political cam-
paigns and I wanted to just clear up
that point.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I am really excited
about this debate. I think the Amer-
ican people are really starting to un-
derstand what this is all about. This is
incumbent protection. This is incum-
bent comfort. This is making sure that
incumbents do not have people out
there running around talking about
their voting records, making them un-
comfortable. This is basically about
people’s freedom of speech.
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I rise in support of the Doolittle

amendment because I am not afraid of
someone talking about my voting
record. I am not even afraid about peo-
ple going out and running voter guides
that distort my voting record. I think
that is part of the process. Unfortu-
nately, it is the dirty part of the proc-
ess. It is a part that makes people very
cynical about the process, but it is part
of the process.

I feel very strongly that a vote for
the Doolittle amendment is a vote for
the first amendment. This is very criti-
cal. A vote against the Doolittle
amendment is a vote to ban voter
guides distributed by citizens’ organi-
zations, whether they be in union halls
or churches or on the internet. I really
believe that. Because they have writ-
ten in lawyerese that creates loopholes
that we can drive a truck through and
stop voter guides.

Every year thousands of national,
State and local organizations, like the
Christian Coalition or the NAACP or,
as we show here, the ACLU, they pub-
lish voter guides comparing elected of-
ficeholders on issues of interest to
these organizations’ memberships.
Now, I doubt if there are many in this
body who would openly question the
right of these groups to make those
comparisons, but without this amend-
ment, the Doolittle amendment,
Shays-Meehan would threaten, I be-
lieve, the ability of these groups to
publish and distribute these kinds of
voter guides.

Supporters of Shays-Meehan claim
that there is a voter guide exemption
in their bill. But if we take a closer
look at it, at this so-called exemption,
it shows that voter guides, such as the
NAACP’s voter guide, in my opinion,
would be banned or, at the very least,
regulated by bureaucrats in the Fed-
eral Government. The so-called exemp-
tion in Shays-Meehan requires a voter
guide that talks about the position of
one candidate being banned or regu-
lated by the Federal Government.
Under Shays-Meehan, a voter guide
characterizing a candidate as pro life
or pro choice or any other commentary
describing a candidate as a civil rights
hero, as the NAACP does, would be
banned or regulated, in my opinion.

Under the Shays-Meehan exemption,
groups could be punished, punished, if
after the fact bureaucrats decide that
their voter guides or their scorecards
were not written in an ‘‘educational
manner’’. Decided by ‘‘educational po-
lice’’? I do not know. Under the Shays-
Meehan exemption, a scorecard cannot
contain words, ‘‘that in context can
have no reasonable meaning other than
to urge the election or defeat of one or
more clearly identified candidates.’’

Now, this language would prevent the
ACLU from distributing a voter guide
that highlights Members of Congress
who have a 100 percent ACLU voting
record as members of an ‘‘ACLU honor
role’’. They cannot say things like that
because that is advocating defeat or
election of a candidate, or it could be

construed as such under the Shays-
Meehan language.

It also prevents the NAACP from
calling a Member of Congress a civil
rights hero. For example, last month,
the NAACP president Kweisi Mfume,
former member of this body, released
the organization’s annual legislative
report card on the 105th Congress at a
news conference on Capitol Hill. He
said, ‘‘As the report card circulates
through our branches, it will be used in
a nonpartisan fashion to punish those
with failing grades and reward our he-
roes.’’ Guess what? Under Shays-Mee-
han, they could not circulate that kind
of report for that kind of purpose.

The Doolittle amendment, I think,
would allow groups that post their
voter guides and scorecards on the
internet to continue to do so, groups
like the Americans for Democratic Ac-
tion, not exactly friends of mine; the
ACLU. How about the National Organi-
zation of Women? Not exactly my best
supporters. They all carry scorecards
on their web sites.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) has
expired.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 2 ad-
ditional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

Mr. CAMPBELL. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Chairman, would the
gentleman at some point yield to me
during those 2 minutes?

Mr. DELAY. If the gentleman will
yield, I said I would, and I would be
glad to.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I am looking for-
ward to it.

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, without

the Doolittle amendment, the score-
cards will have to be removed from the
web sites.

Now, make no mistake about it. A
vote against the Doolittle amendment
is a vote for banning voter guides and
scorecards and the Shays-Meehan vot-
ing guide exemption is no exemption at
all. They may think it exempts, but if
we read the language, we can see, and
I am not even a lawyer, but I know how
I can get through this language and
stop a voter guide in a very easy fash-
ion.

The Shays-Meehan bill would impose
a chilling affect on the distribution of
material that reports on our votes and
where we stand on the issues, and the
Doolittle amendment protects these
voter guides. Nothing in the Shays-
Meehan exemption, in my opinion,
does. And I just urge my colleagues to
vote for the first amendment by voting
for the Doolittle amendment.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DELAY. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished whip. I really
have two brief points and I would ap-
preciate his response to them.

First, does the distinguished gen-
tleman have an objection to requiring
that a group that puts out a guide,
such as the one by his side, that we
know who contributed the money that
paid for it?

Mr. DELAY. Yes, I have an objection.
Mr. CAMPBELL. Let me understand

the gentleman. He does not believe the
citizens of this country have the right
to know who pays for an advertisement
in a campaign of that nature?

Mr. DELAY. No, because we have ex-
perienced—if we believe in the Con-
stitution and the right of people to pe-
tition their government, whether it be
by writing a petition or talking about
my voting record or however they do
it, the point is that if we believe in the
Constitution and the people having a
right to petition their government,
then we do not want the government to
be able to go and punish these people.

And we have seen time and time
again, whether it be the NRA or NOW
or others, people that belong to these
organizations that want to express
themselves are persecuted, in some
cases oppressed by their enemies by
being able to reveal their names. I do
not know why we would want to get at
them. Why does the gentleman want to
get at them?

Mr. CAMPBELL. If the gentleman
will continue to yield. As I understand
the logic of the gentleman’s position,
then, he would never require any dis-
closure of who is behind funding cam-
paigns?

Mr. DELAY. Not at all.
Mr. CAMPBELL. Not at all?
Mr. DELAY. Absolutely not. Not at

all. I am all for the Doolittle substitute
that brings full disclosure, full disclo-
sure of people participating in cam-
paigns. Not talking about issues.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) has
again expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DELAY
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I am not
advocating issues. Yes, I want my con-
stituents to know who is giving me
money to be used in my campaign and
how I am spending it. Absolutely. They
have the right to know, not some Fed-
eral bureaucrat in Washington, D.C.

Mr. CAMPBELL. In a previous col-
loquy, I believe the gentleman granted
that the loophole that is being pro-
posed by the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. DOOLITTLE) would allow an ad
that says, ‘‘Neil Smith is a terrible
Congressman because he opposed vol-
untary school prayer.’’

Mr. DELAY. No, no, no. I want to cor-
rect the gentleman’s premise. It would
allow a voter guide, a piece of paper or
on the internet, a voter guide that lists
the votes and the issues and positions
that a Congressman has taken.
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If they happen to say that he is a bad
congressman because he took a posi-
tion against their position, I know that
is uncomfortable, but they have every
right to say that.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the courtesy of the gentleman.
He has been very kind in yielding to
me.

I will only conclude by saying that it
is a remarkable position that the gen-
tleman would not want to have dis-
closed for the light of day who is be-
hind ads that in every respect are the
same as campaign ads, listing the name
of a candidate, and providing a com-
mentary regarding that person’s per-
formance in office. Such an ad that
does not even mention another can-
didate, just that one candidate, is ex-
empt from disclosure.

I repeat. I appreciate the gentleman’s
candor. It is his position. I just dis-
agree with it.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, the gentleman is abso-
lutely right. And that is the debate
over Shays-Meehan. Shays-Meehan and
the gentleman from California want to
shut down people’s right to talk about
issues and positions of people that are
participating in the process. That is
one issue.

The other issue that the gentleman is
talking about is campaigns. Cam-
paigns, they do not have hidden agen-
das running around in campaigns. They
are giving money to me to participate
in a campaign. The two are not sup-
posed to cross. In fact, even in Shays-
Meehan they talk about the two are
not supposed to cross.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The time of the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) has again ex-
pired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DELAY
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. DELAY. We have the opportunity
to make sure that they do not cross,
and it is against the law to do so. The
Supreme Court has upheld our posi-
tion. That is why the Doolittle Amend-
ment reflects and almost quotes the
Supreme Court decision.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DELAY. I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
there are two sides of this. Do the
American people have the right to
know about these issue advocacy ads
and who pays for them? But second of
all, on the other side, my colleague
mentioned the point, the person who
makes the contribution. And the Su-
preme Court has already declared that
individuals have a right to privacy.

In the NAACP versus Alabama case
in 1958, they say that privacy and
group association is indispensable to
the preservation of our system of gov-
ernment; and so what this bill is trying
to do is making these people also tell
who is giving money and so forth.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, would it not be interest-
ing that the NAACP would have to dis-
close who belongs to the NAACP and
who is supporting the NAACP to the
exposure to whom? Would it not be in-
teresting some of the hate groups out
there that would love to know who sup-
ports the NAACP and would like to?
But the gentleman from California,
Shays-Meehan, wants everybody to
know it and wants to lay it out there
for everybody.

I just find that just really frighten-
ing that they not only want to step on
our right and freedom of speech, but
now they want to step on our right of
privacy. I think this is what this is all
about is those kinds of freedoms.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DELAY. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. My colleague heard us
read the ad that was used in the cam-
paign against the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. GANSKE) in 1996. Was that a cam-
paign ad?

Mr. DELAY. Reclaiming my time, I
am not sure exactly the one the gen-
tleman is referring to. The voter guide?

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman would continue to yield, the
Doolittle Amendment goes way beyond
voter guides.

Mr. DELAY. No, it does not. The gen-
tleman is wrong.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY) has again expired.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) has 2 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I object.
The gentleman has had 11 minutes, and
I object.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington.
Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the
requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I have had the pleas-
ure to work with many Members who
are legitimately concerned about cam-
paign reform. I especially want to com-
mend the gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. SHAYS) and the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) because
they worked on it before I arrived and
they are still working on it. And that
is very important that I state that be-
cause I think what they have done is
come a long ways to finally have this
debate on the floor.

I support the base purpose of the
Shays-Meehan bill, and very likely
should we deal with the voter guide
issue to support the final bill. The base
issue is to stop laundering money from
one source to another and eliminate
soft money and undisclosed contribu-
tions.

So what we have is a base bill that
says, and it offends some of the groups,
liberal and conservative, that no longer
can this tobacco company or group
give $5 million to one of the parties and

have it divided up and be given to one
of these conservative groups in most
cases as last year, could have been lib-
eral the year before, and then it comes
out with a new voter guide because
that tobacco company is really after
somebody and they cannot come
through the front door.

That is what this bill does. Soft
money, which is hiding money, laun-
dering money, is a corrupting force. I
know there are many of the same
groups that will fight it on the voter
guide issue, but really they have start-
ed getting other sources of money
through the two parties as soft money
and large amounts of soft money.

But today, if we want to move this
forward, we have to think about how to
get it through the Senate, too. One of
the biggest oppositions that we have is
voter guides. Now, the amendment to
Doolittle, it does not go far enough for
me. I think that we could have done
better; and, as always, we always think
we can individually on this floor. But
the reality is it did something that
makes sense.

Now, is it perfect? No. But it said we
are not going to focus on people and
their voter guides, which by the way
has to go, passed out, read, digested,
they take some work, they are true
grassroots politics. We are going to
focus on the big batches of big money,
TV and radio. That is still in here.
When he amended the Doolittle
Amendment, when he amended it, he
brought it to voter guides only.

Now, yes, I have heard the debate. I
have been listening to it for some time.
And is it perfect? No. I would have a
tendency to agree with some of the
concerns that the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) and the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS)
have and the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. CAMPBELL). But, on the other
hand, do we want to pass a bill in the
Senate or do we want a debate?

Unfortunately, a lot of posturing is
because we all kind of like a debate but
we really do not want to change behav-
ior. Soft money being eliminated, this
bill passed will eliminate the ability to
launder money.

So I am standing here saying that it
is not perfect, but eliminating micro-
managing of the voter guides is some-
thing that, if we do that and we still
have the rest of the bill, that we have
taken away a lot of the complaints.
And then they are just going to have to
go back and say, really, we did not like
the bill because we wanted to launder
money. We liked the soft money being
laundered to our groups, and we never
had so much money before we found
this loophole coming to our groups to
fund our staff here in Washington,
D.C., and our other activities. And all
of a sudden we can fund voter guides
through soft money because we got a
million, 4 million, whatever, through
soft money.

This removes the smoke and gets to
the base issues of the most important
and most corrupting. And I would ad-
vise that we vote for this amendment
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as amended even if it is not perfect, be-
cause then we can get to the real prob-
lems, and that is the huge TV buys, the
huge radio buys, the laundering of
money. And we can get about cleaning
up the Senate and have something we
can give to the Senate that also re-
moves their objections and gives to
them something and not just say, no,
we do not want to clean up the system.
We just want to have the debate.

Please vote yes for the Doolittle
Amendment.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MEE-
HAN).

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, it has
been a long night. We debated this for
a couple hours before we left on the
break, and we also have debated it an-
other couple of hours.

There are a lot of Members here, Re-
publican and Democrat, both sides of
the aisle, who have worked diligently
over a period of years to try to get this
bill to the floor. We have before us an
amendment that claims to want to do
something about voter guides. I have
worked on this legislation for years
with the gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. SHAYS) and others who are in this
Chamber.

We carved an exemption for voter
guides. We do not need this particular
amendment. We have an exemption in
the amendment. There are times this
debate has been an outstanding debate.
The gentleman from California (Mr.
CAMPBELL) in particular I would cite
for his lawyerly and scholarly articula-
tion of what the Shays-Meehan bill
does with regard to voter guides.

But this is not about voter guides.
This is about whether or not the other
side is going to try to defeat this bill.
So let us have an up or down vote now.
And I urge my colleagues, if they are
for campaign finance reform, vote no
on the DeLay-Doolittle Amendment.
The amendment is not needed, and all
it serves to do is to defeat ultimately
campaign finance reform.

So I would urge Members to vote no
on the DeLay-Doolittle Amendment. I
would urge us to move forward on this
debate and have a vote.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOO-
LITTLE).

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman,
there is clearly a major difference of
opinion about the Shays-Meehan bill
and what it does. And those of us who
have taken the floor in opposition have
opposition for very principled reasons.
They support it for principled reasons.
But I think one thing is clear that they
basically, by the wording of their bill,
are going to wipe out the voter guides.

That is why we have got about four
dozen organizations spanning the
whole ideological spectrum, from the

American Civil Liberties Union to the
American Conservative Union and ev-
erything in between, claiming that this
so-called exemption for voter guides in
Shays-Meehan is ‘‘bogus.’’ And it is
bogus. It is bogus because it delib-
erately blurs the bright line that the
Supreme Court handed down in the fa-
mous Buckley case in which it has been
repeatedly reaffirmed.

When we read that case we see why
they gave us a bright line, because it is
very difficult to separate issue discus-
sion from advocacy of election or de-
feat of a candidate. They did not want
to chill free speech. That is why they
gave us the bright line. That is why
they said we had to be clear and unam-
biguous in urging the election or defeat
of a candidate, using words such as
‘‘elect’’ or ‘‘defeat’’ or ‘‘support’’ or
‘‘oppose’’, et cetera. Shays-Meehan, ba-
sically in the name of good govern-
ment, subverts the first amendment.

What could be more clear than the
first amendment, which says Congress
shall make no law abridging the free-
dom of speech? They abridge the free-
dom of speech, and they do it and jus-
tify it in their own minds because they
think speech needs regulation.

The Founders thought it was too im-
portant to be regulated. That is why we
fought the American Revolution, and
that is why we have a written Con-
stitution with that express provision in
it. That is why all of these groups that
do voter guides, which is the most
grassroots form of activity there is, are
urging my colleagues to support my
amendment to this bill.

I think it is a bad bill, and I will op-
pose the bill with or without the
amendment. But at least the amend-
ment preserves the integrity of the
voter guide system and allows these
groups, which many Americans are
members of, to go ahead and dissemi-
nate the information and not be called
into question. Which one of my col-
leagues would want to have the threat
of hiring attorneys, being subjected to
months of publicity and spending
$400,000 or $500,000 to defend what their
own constitutional rights already are?

That is what this amendment is
about, to make it clear and unambig-
uous, and that is why I urge my col-
leagues to support my amendment.

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, as I listened tonight,
the debate went back and forth, and I
kind of had this feeling of being famil-
iar with the debate but not know
knowing what it reminded me of. And
as I was sitting here thinking, I real-
ized it reminded me of some of the chil-
dren’s stories that I used to read to my
kids when they were little and it really
had a Dr. Seuss-like quality to it. So as
I was listening to the debate, I wrote
down a few little comments. It goes
like this:

The cat in the hat caused trouble, it
is clear. But nothing compared to the
trouble right here. The cat was persua-

sive, as smooth as they come. He con-
vinced those two kids to do things that
were dumb. He urged them. He spun
them. He did his best to distract. Sort
of like this amendment we are told to
enact. It is easy to think that the Con-
stitution is on trial. This argument
would surely make the cat smile.

Like the cat in the hat, with good
tricks at his command, this amend-
ment is all about slight of hand. A
loophole exists, it is known far and
wide. But the cat in the hat is laughing
inside. He laughs at the law. He does
not like rules. As a matter of fact, he
thinks rules are for fools. It is time to
say no, to send the cat on his way, to
close off the loopholes and start a new
day.

No cards are at stake, no genuine
guide. It is only the cheaters who are
trying to hide. Vote no on this choice,
or surely you will find the same sort of
mess that old cat left behind. Say no,
say it clear. And with some good luck,
we will label what waddles and quacks
a duck.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the Doolittle amendment and in
strong support of the language in the Shays-
Meehan substitute that protects voter guides.

Let’s look at current law. Under current law,
any group can pay for a printed voter guide
with unrestricted funds as long as that voter
guide does not contain ‘‘express advocacy’’—
that is, that the voter guide does not urge the
defeat or election of a particular candidate.

The Shays-Meehan substitute does not
change this.

What it does do is clarify that ‘‘express ad-
vocacy’’ is not limited to the use of the so-
called ‘‘magic words’’ such as ‘‘vote for’’ or
‘‘vote against’’ or ‘‘defeat’’ or ‘‘elect’’. Express
advocacy would also include phrases that indi-
cate ‘‘unmistakable and unambiguous’’ support
for or opposition to a candidate.

What does all this mean? It means that
under Shays-Meehan, any organization may
continue to use unrestricted funds for any
voter guide or voting record at any time during
the election cycle as long as it does not con-
tain express advocacy and as long as it is not
prepared in coordination with a candidate or a
party committee.

Let me repeat that.
Under Shays-Meehan any organization may

produce any voter guide at any time as long
as it is not coordinated with a candidate or a
party and contain express advocacy.

Why is this important? Because it makes it
very clear that voter guides are already pro-
tected and that veil of protection will not be
changed by Shays-Meehan.

What would Shays-Meehan change? It
would change the way sham, secretly-funded
campaign ads have come to dominate our
electoral process.

Let me draw your attention to a recent U.S.
Senate race in the State of New Jersey. Two
of my State’s more famous public servants
were seeking election and our airwaves were
jammed with so-called ‘‘educational’’ issue
ads. The subjects of this avalanche of ads
were crime, and Medicare, and Social Secu-
rity, etc. And they tracked nearly identically
with the platforms of the two candidates.

But you know what? They were so-called
independent ads run by so-called independent
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groups and developed totally independent of a
campaign or a party.

In some cases, they were paid for by soft
money. In some cases, they were paid for by
secret donors. In every case, they were unde-
niably campaign ads. (I would also add that in
most cases they made the voters of New Jer-
sey even more cynical and disheartened by
the political process.)

Mr. Speaker, in Shays-Meehan, we are try-
ing to end this disgraceful trend toward sham
campaign ads—the kind of campaign ads that
make the American people even more cynical.

My colleagues from Texas and California
(Mssrs. DELAY and DOOLITTLE) say their
amendment creates a ‘‘carve-out’’ for printed
voter guides.

This carve out is not necessary.
The Shays-Meehan amendment already

protects voter guides. The Doolittle-DeLay
amendment would go much farther. It guts the
issue advocacy provisions of Shays-Meehan
that will reign in sham campaign ads that mas-
querade as ‘‘educational’’ or issue-oriented.

I thank Mssrs. DOOLITTLE and DELAY for
adding to this debate. But I submit that their
amendment is not necessary. Shays-Meehan
protects voter guides. Shays-Meehan attacks
secret, sham campaign ads.

b 1945

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the debate on
the amendment, as modified, offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
DOOLITTLE) to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute offered by the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
SHAYS) be limited to the time already
expended.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

question is on the amendment, as
modified, offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. DOOLITTLE) to the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 201, noes 219,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 275]

AYES—201

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla

Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble

Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle

Dreier
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fossella
Gekas
Gibbons
Gingrich
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kim
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham

LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Portman
Poshard
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Redmond
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Rogan

Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shimkus
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (FL)

NOES—219

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baldacci
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch

Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Duncan
Edwards
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Houghton

Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McIntyre

McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Obey
Owens
Pallone
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)

Ramstad
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schumer
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt

Stabenow
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn

NOT VOTING—15

Baesler
Deal
Engel
Fowler
Gonzalez

Hilleary
John
McDade
McNulty
Olver

Payne
Rush
Stark
Yates
Young (AK)
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Mr. GALLEGLY and Mr. LAZIO of
New York changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs. GUTKNECHT, EWING,
CHAMBLISS, WATT of North Carolina,
MURTHA, COSTELLO, COBURN and
BACHUS changed their vote from ‘‘no’’
to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment, as modified, to
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, was rejected.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I know
that certainty is valued highly by this
body, and in an attempt to provide a
degree of certainty, I move that debate
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS)
and the following six amendments
thereto, if offered by the following
Members: First the gentleman from
New York (Mr. FOSSELLA); second, the
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. WICK-
ER); third, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. STEARNS); fourth, the gentleman
from Mississippi (Mr. PICKERING); and,
fifth, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY), be limited such that no
amendment may be debated for longer
than 40 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
motion is not debatable.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from California (Mr.
THOMAS).

The motion was agreed to.
Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I de-

mand a recorded vote and, pending
that, make a point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman was on his feet and is enti-
tled to be recognized.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to speak out of
turn for 30 seconds.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.
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Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, it

would be my hope that in order to ex-
pedite things here, we would be able to
come to an agreement on limiting de-
bate, but at this point, that we could
roll votes until tomorrow on any
amendments that we take up, and I
would ask that we amend the gentle-
man’s unanimous consent request so
that votes will be rolled until tomor-
row.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I would tell the
gentleman that it was not a unanimous
consent request, because the gen-
tleman objected to a unanimous con-
sent request.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
asking for unanimous consent.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, we
moved this measure. It seems to me,
given the time, it would be appro-
priate, since it is only 40 minutes, that
we debate and vote on the motion that
the Chair was going to recognize, the
Fossella amendment, and, if we moved
to any others, we would roll the other
votes.

Mr. MEEHAN. Reclaiming my time,
what my request of the leadership
would be is that I am suggesting we
would agree to limit debate, but let us
make the last vote the last vote of the
night, and then come back tomorrow.
It is a reasonable request. It is 8:50 at
night.

PARLIAMENARY INQUIRY

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I have
a parliamentary inquiry. Is the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MEE-
HAN) propounding a unanimous consent
request?

Mr. MEEHAN. Yes.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I did

not understand that to be a unanimous
consent request.

Mr. MEEHAN. I make a unanimous
consent request.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Chair has the authority to postpone all
requests for recorded votes on amend-
ments. The Chair will take under ad-
visement the question of whether to
postpone votes.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, my un-
derstanding was the gentleman from
Massachusetts offered a unanimous
consent request, is that correct?

Mr. MEEHAN. Yes, the gentleman is
correct.

Mr. THOMAS. Does the Chair under-
stand that the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) offered a unani-
mous consent request, the content
being there be no more votes on any
amendments tonight? Is that my un-
derstanding of the unanimous consent
request?

b 2015
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.

SHIMKUS). The Chair has not enter-
tained that request because the Chair
has the authority to postpone recorded
votes under the rule adopted by the
House.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman will state his parliamentary
inquiry.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I would
say to the gentleman from California
(Mr. THOMAS), it is my understanding,
and tell me if I am correct or not, that
the Chair has the authority, and the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MEEHAN) has the right to request that
there be unanimous consent that there
be no more votes tonight, and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS)
has the right to reserve and comment
on whether that would be agreeable, in
which case I think we could avoid an-
other vote on the gentleman’s motion
and finish the vote for tonight and go
on with the debate.

Does not the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) have the right
to move that, even though the Chair
has the right to postpone votes at his
discretion?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. There
is no right to move to postpone a vote
in Committee of the Whole, and the
Committee of the Whole cannot alter
an authority conferred by the House.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FOSSELLA TO THE

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment to the amendment
in the nature of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment Offered by Mr. FOSSELLA to

Amendment No. 13 in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by Mr. SHAYS:

Add at the end of title V the following new
section (and conform the table of contents
accordingly):
SEC. 510. PROHIBITING NON-CITIZEN INDIVID-

UALS FROM MAKING CONTRIBU-
TIONS IN CONNECTION WITH FED-
ERAL ELECTIONS.

(a) PROHIBITION APPLICABLE TO ALL INDI-
VIDUALS WHO ARE NOT CITIZENS OR NATION-
ALS OF THE UNITED STATES.—Section 319(b)(2)
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971
(2 U.S.C. 441e(b)(2)) is amended by striking
‘‘and who is not lawfully admitted’’ and all
that follows and inserting the following: ‘‘or
a national of the United States (as defined in
section 101(a)(22) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to contributions or expenditures made
on or after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Chair will recognize 40 minutes of de-
bate evenly divided by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. FOSSELLA) and a
Member opposed.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to speak out of
turn for 30 seconds to clarify the sched-
ule.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman already has 20 minutes in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. MEEHAN. But I want to know if
this is the last vote and if we are going
to roll it until tomorrow like I asked,
so Members will know.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman will state his parliamentary
inquiry.

Mr. MEEHAN. Will the Chairman be
rolling votes per my unanimous con-
sent request earlier?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Chair has been requested to put to the
Committee the debate and the vote on
this amendment and then postpone re-
corded votes on subsequent amend-
ments debated tonight.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. THOMAS. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, my un-
derstanding was there was a motion
presented to the House for 6 amend-
ments, not more than 40 minutes. That
amendment was adopted.

On what basis does the Chair now
propound a procedure for dealing with
that which has not either been a unani-
mous consent or an offering on the
floor?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Chair is only proposing putting the
question for a vote after the pending
amendment is debated.

Mr. THOMAS. In other words, the
Chair is now exercising the Chair’s
right to explain to a Member what may
be the parliamentary procedure and
the order of business on the floor as de-
termined by the Chair?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. That is
correct.

Mr. THOMAS. I thank the Chair.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from New York (Mr. FOSSELLA) is rec-
ognized.

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I offer a very simple,
straightforward, and I think a common
sense amendment. Under current law,
one does not have to be a United States
citizen to make a campaign contribu-
tion to a candidate for Federal office.
My amendment would establish that
only United States citizens or United
States nationals would be permitted to
make an individual contribution to any
candidate running for Federal office.
Indeed, earlier this year following up
on introductions by the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER) and the
gentleman from California (Mr. THOM-
AS) this House, by an overwhelming
margin, sought to ban contributions to
Federal elections by noncitizens.

My amendment would also allow the
request of the gentleman from the ter-
ritory of American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA), that would allow non-
citizens and U.S. nationals, many of
whom reside in the territory of Amer-
ican Samoa, to contribute to Federal
campaigns.

I believe fundamentally that Amer-
ican citizens should determine the out-
come of American Federal elections.
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Mr. Chairman, again, let me just re-

iterate what this amendment does. Es-
sentially it allows United States citi-
zens, including United States nation-
als, to determine the outcome of Fed-
eral elections.

Currently, noncitizens can contribute
to Federal elections. I think that is bad
policy; I think that we have seen in the
last couple of years how noncitizens
have played a major role in funneling
illegal money to Federal elections. In-
deed, just in today’s paper we see how
a Thailand firm lobbyist was indicted
as a conduit of campaign cash. The in-
dictment brings to total the number 11
of persons charged so far in the Justice
Department’s campaign finance inves-
tigation which began in November of
1996, and all of them have a very simi-
lar trait in that they funnel money
through people who are residents of the
United States, but are noncitizens.

Mr. Chairman, I think that is why we
have before us an amendment that just
a couple of months ago by a vote of 369-
to-43, this House overwhelmingly
banned the contributions to Federal
elections for noncitizens. As I stated
earlier, I think this would go a long
way to bring integrity back into the
system we have before us, and essen-
tially and in effect, allow foreign influ-
ence of the United States political
process to be kept to a minimum.

Mr. Chairman, 369 votes to me is a
strong indication of the bipartisan sup-
port that this legislation shares in this
House, and I would think that every
American who is watching this or
every American who believes there
should be integrity in the system, that
American citizens should control the
electoral process, particularly those at
the Federal level, and would support
such an amendment, and I think this
would go a long way to clarify the un-
derlying legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the 20 minutes
of time allotted to me be controlled by
the gentlewoman from Hawaii, (Mrs.
MINK).

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN).

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, in our
efforts, our bipartisan efforts over a pe-
riod of the last several years to forge a
partnership between Republicans and
Democrats and find an agreement to
comprehensive campaign finance re-
form, we have made a number of agree-
ments and concessions along the way.
We have a majority of the Members of
this body who I believe and many of us
believe now favor the MCCAIN-FEIN-
GOLD, Shays-Meehan legislation.

The only thing that can defeat the
Shays-Meehan legislation is an effort
to have an amendment that is harmful
to our ability to get it passed. I believe

strongly that we should vote on this
amendment. If Members are concerned
about the specifics of this amendment,
we voted and sent the bill over to the
United States Senate, we can deal with
it that way, or we can deal with it
through the Commission as part of the
bill that this House passed. We sent a
Commission bill, gave them the respon-
sibility to look at what changes there
ought to be, other changes, in the cam-
paign finance law.
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I would suggest that this would be a
change that the Commission could
make a judgment on. This may well be
an unconstitutional provision. The
Commission would have an opportunity
to talk to constitutional scholars and
determine whether or not this should
be part of some other amendment at
some other time.

What we need to do at this point is to
move forward, to get through this very
cumbersome, difficult process, and
have a vote up-or-down on the Shays-
Meehan bill. I would urge my col-
leagues to vote against this amend-
ment.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very, very
harmful amendment to add to this leg-
islation. I ask this body to take a look
at me as a person. I ask this body to
examine this amendment and the im-
pact it would create in a large percent-
age of the population of this country.

Just take a good look at me. If I were
to hand over a campaign contribution
to a Federal candidate, what would be
the first thing that the recipient would
do? It would be to ask me whether I
was a citizen of the United States. I am
a third generation American, but they
would be forced to ask me that ques-
tion because of my appearance, where-
as the gentleman from New York, the
gentleman from Massachusetts, ten-
dering a contribution, would never
have to be offended by such a request.

That is the cardinal offense that
comes with the acceptance of this kind
of provision, because it is implicitly
discriminatory upon a large segment of
our society that looks different than
the basic majority.

There is nothing in this Constitution
that says that the protections of the
Bill of Rights extend only to United
States citizens. Throughout it there is
reference to people, to persons. There
have been court decisions time and
again that have extended the protec-
tions of the Constitution to all persons
living within the United States.

We have had a great problem in the
Congress making a distinction between
illegal residents and legal permanent
residents. Legal permanent residents
have gone through all the processes.
They have spent years to even come to
the United States. They have come
here with the purpose of being lawful,
participating people in this great de-
mocracy. What are we afraid of, of

these legal residents? We should not be.
We should be welcoming them as par-
ticipants in this democracy.

This Congress first took away their
food, threatened to take away their
health care, refused to give them dis-
ability protections, injured the elderly
and the children and the sick among
this category of so-called legal perma-
nent residents.

Let us not make a mockery of the
openness of this society, of the fierce-
ness with which we defend the Con-
stitution, and tonight adopt an amend-
ment that says, yes, we welcome you
into the country, but we will not allow
you to be participants. We forbid you
to make contributions to candidates.
To me that really offends not only the
core symbol of this democracy, but it
is absolutely unconstitutional.

Pass this amendment and I am sure
it would be taken to the courts and it
will be stricken from the bill. Do not
disgrace the Constitution by support-
ing this kind of amendment.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to congratulate the gen-
tlewoman on an outstanding presen-
tation to her colleagues. I think many
of us who, as the gentlewoman said,
look like the majority in this country
would not have thought of the implicit
distinction that people would have to
make in order to make clear that a
contributor was a citizen or legal resi-
dent of this country who had not at-
tained nor sought citizenship.

There are thousands and thousands
and thousands of people who, since the
Federal election law has been in place,
have contributed to candidates of both
parties and to third and fourth parties
all across the country, raising no issue,
no scandal, no problem. They simply
have attested to the fact that they care
about the country they live in; that as
people who go to work every day and
invest in it and create jobs for others,
they want to have some say about the
atmosphere in which they go about liv-
ing their life.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I make the assumption in my district
that everyone who wants to participate
in my campaign is welcome. If they
want to make a contribution to my
campaign, they are welcome. I am not
going to ask them to prove to me that
they are a citizen of the United States.
I do not carry around anything in my
pockets or anywhere in my possession
that I know of that proves that I am an
American citizen.

I pay taxes, I was born in America,
my parents were born here. Why do
Members want to impose this kind of
incriminating disability on tens of
thousands of honest, hard-working peo-
ple in districts like mine? But that is
what Members are going to force me to
do. They are going to put me in jail
and make me a criminal because I have
taken a contribution from someone in
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my constituency that I love and I re-
spect, because I did not have the what-
ever it was to insult him by saying, are
you a citizen?

That is really what we are doing to-
night, we are absolutely tearing away
the very shreds of this democracy
which says that people who come to
this country and love this country
ought to be able to participate in it. I
ask this House to please defeat this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I would just note for the RECORD, Mr.
Chairman, I noticed, respectfully, of
course, that my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MEE-
HAN), objects to this amendment, but
earlier this year he, along with 369 of
our colleagues, voted to support almost
identical legislation. Indeed, this is
broader than the piece of legislation we
voted on earlier.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BE-
REUTER).

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MEEHAN), if he is here, that the
Meehan-Shays bill is not a perfect bill.
If the gentleman expects to have sup-
port from Members of this body, do not
tell us to take it the way it is and do
not try to amend it. That is not accept-
able in this body.

I have great respect for the gentle-
woman from Hawaii, but I am amazed
and surprised at her comments here to-
night. It is patently absurd to suggest
that the gentleman’s amendment is un-
constitutional. It is discriminatory in
only one way, only one way. It dif-
ferentiates between citizens and non-
citizens. It also takes into account the
fact that we have U.S. nationals in
places like American Samoa, to the
credit of the author of the amendment.
The House has voted on this very type
of amendment and approved it before
by a very large vote.

To this Member, it is very simple. If
you want to be fully involved in our po-
litical process, then you must become a
citizen of the United States. If you do
not make the full commitment to our
country by becoming a U.S. citizen,
then you should not have the right to
participate in our political system in
the ultimate fashion, by making a
campaign contribution and affecting
the lives of American citizens. You
should not have a role in electing
American officials.

Most Americans believe this is the
law already, but in fact, as we learned
last year, you can simply be a perma-
nent resident of the United States, and
in fact be a resident, and then it is not

illegal to make a political contribu-
tion.

There is no requirement on the gen-
tlewoman, for example, to do a citizen-
ship test of the people that might
make contributions to her campaign.
All she would have to do is simply say,
‘‘Are you a citizen?’’ And when you fill
out a contributor’s form you would
have to attest that you are a citizen.

We have had problems in the recent
presidential campaign which have cast
a cloud on Asian Americans. That is
deeply, deeply regretful, because that
is an inappropriate cloud. But there is
no reason why there is any additional
discriminatory scrutiny given to a
Caucasian from another country or a
Hispanic from South America than
there is an Asian American who is a
citizen or a U.S. national.

I think it is a very obvious conclu-
sion that the process of electing our of-
ficials should be a right reserved for
citizens. It is wrong and dangerous to
allow even the potential to exist for
undue foreign influence in electing our
government. That is what the Amer-
ican people expect. That is what they
want. That is what the gentleman’s
amendment does.

I urge Members to support the gen-
tleman’s amendment.

Mr. Speaker, this Member rises today in
support of the amendment offered by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York [Mr.
FOSSELLA], which would prohibit foreign indi-
vidual campaign contributions or expenditures
and allow such contributions or expenditures
only from United States citizens or United
States Nationals. The Fossella amendment is
almost identical to H.R. 34, which this Member
sponsored as one aspect of necessary cam-
paign finance reform legislation, and which
was previously passed by the House by a vote
of 369 to 43 (with 1 Member voting present)
on March 30, 1998. The only difference be-
tween the Fossella amendment and this Mem-
ber’s original legislation (H.R. 34) is that the
Fossella amendment would appropriately allow
United States Nationals (as defined by the Im-
migration and Nationality Act) to make individ-
ual campaign contributions or expenditures to
Federal candidates.

However, it is apparent that a serious prob-
lem really for the first time came to the atten-
tion of the American public during the 1996
presidential election season—campaign con-
tributions from foreign sources. The abuse that
allegedly resulted from foreign campaign con-
tributions in the recent presidential campaign
is a terrible indictment of our current campaign
finance system.

Many Americans believe that it is already il-
legal for foreigners to make Federal campaign
contributions. The problem is that they are
both right and wrong under our current Fed-
eral election laws. The fact of the matter is
that under our current Federal election laws,
you do not have to be a U.S. citizen to make
campaign contributions to Federal candidates.
Under our current Federal election laws, you
can make a campaign contribution to a can-
didate running for Federal office if you are a
permanent legal resident alien—a permanent
legal resident alien and you, in fact, reside in
the United States.

This Member believes that this situation is
wrong, this Member believes that most Ameri-

cans would agree it is wrong, and this Mem-
ber believes that it is a problem begging for
correction. Therefore, this Member introduced
H.R. 34 on the first day of the 105th Congress
to change our current Federal election laws so
that only U.S. citizens are permitted to make
an individual contribution to a candidate run-
ning for Federal office.

An overwhelming number of this Member’s
colleagues agreed with the purpose of H.R. 34
as on March 30, 1998, the House passed H.R.
34 by a vote of 369 to 43 (with 1 Member vot-
ing present).

Indeed, the Congress must be concerned
about the issue of legal and illegal foreign
campaign contributions. Everyone here today
should be concerned about this recent insid-
ious development in our presidential election
process, and should understand that these
statutory and procedural changes like the pas-
sage of the Fossella amendment are nec-
essary to protect the integrity of the American
electoral process. We must insure that it is
Americans who choose our President and
Congress.

We simply cannot allow foreign corporations
and foreign individuals to decide who is elect-
ed to public office at any level of our govern-
ment. Therefore, the Fossella amendment,
which would require that only U.S. citizens
and U.S. Nationals be allowed to make indi-
vidual contributions to candidates for Federal
office (and which is virtually identical to this
Member’s bill—H.R. 34), must be a priority for
the 105th Congress. This issue must be ad-
dressed and this Member intends to push for
this change until successful.

In conclusion, this Member would ask his
colleagues to strongly support the Fossella
amendment—the essentially identical text of
this Member’s bill, H.R. 34, which previously
passed the House by an overwhelmingly ma-
jority—as an important step forward campaign
finance reform.

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. PAXON).

(Mr. PAXON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAXON. Mr. Chairman, there are
many controversial amendments that
are being offered and have been offered,
but not this one. On this one there is
near unanimity in this body, whether
we are on this side of the aisle, Repub-
licans, or that side of the aisle, Demo-
crats, liberals or conservatives, from
whatever region of the country, there
is agreement that this amendment
needs to be part of this legislation.

As a matter of fact, in March when
we voted on a similar amendment, a
similar piece of legislation, H.R. 34, the
Illegal Foreign Contributions Act, it
passed with 369 votes. There are few
things in this body that have enjoyed
the depth and breadth of support that
this idea did in the form of the legisla-
tion then, H.R. 34, and today in the
form of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
FOSSELLA).

Why should there be such unanimity?
It is just common sense, for two rea-
sons. First, only U.S. citizens and U.S.
nationals should be allowed to contrib-
ute to Federal campaigns. Back at
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home this is not rocket science. People
would assume this should be the case.
We should not even be talking about
this, because they would have assumed
long ago we would have made sure this
was the case.

Of course, number two, common
sense is a result of this amendment in
the action of the gentleman from New
York, no foreign dollars would be al-
lowed to be part of our system. We
know what has happened in recent
months, and we have been witnessing
in the papers even today about the in-
fluence, the attempted influence, of
our system by foreign dollars.

I am very pleased that the gentleman
from New York is taking this step so
we can be certain that whatever reform
legislation passes this House, that this
idea, this important step to ensure the
integrity of our American political sys-
tem, is part of it.

I tip my hat to the gentleman from
New York, and most importantly, to
the Members of this Chamber who I
know will be voting overwhelmingly,
as we did last March, to make this im-
portant part of this reform move for-
ward.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE).

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I want
to support the gentlewoman from Ha-
waii, and say that I was one of those,
part of that overwhelming 300 or so,
who voted when we had this amend-
ment on suspension a couple of months
ago, who voted in favor of eliminating
the right for permanent residents to be
able to contribute.

After that time I was overwhelmed, if
you will, by so many constituents in
my district, which is a very multi-eth-
nic district. A lot of Asian Americans
live in my district. They explained to
me how insulting this was, if you will,
that to say that people who are here,
who become permanent residents, who
would like and in most cases are trying
to become citizens of the United
States, that this is the one opportunity
they have, really, or one of the few op-
portunities they have to express their
will and get involved in the political
process.

I think it is a mistake for us to deny
them that. I think that I understand
the point of view that says, well, you
should be a citizen to fully participate
in our democracy, but this is not—this
is a form of participation, a very small
form of participation, that I think we
should allow permanent residents to be
able to contribute and participate in
this way.

b 2045

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG).

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I rise today in strong support of the
Fossella amendment. It seems like deja
vu. We have been here before.

Just a reminder about 1996, during
the election cycle, the Democratic Na-

tional Committee was forced to return
over $2.8 million in illegal or improper
donations. I was surprised and dis-
mayed by that. The American people
were dismayed and, frankly, frustrated
over the ability of foreign nationals to
wield such influence over our election
process without casting a single vote.

It is why I introduced H.R. 767, which
was the Common Sense Campaign Re-
form Act. That bill provided a com-
mon-sense, three-step approach to ad-
dress the problems inherent in the cur-
rent system. One step of the three
would prohibit individuals who are not
eligible to vote from contributing to
candidates for Federal office or politi-
cal parties.

I commend my colleague, Mr.
FOSSELLA, for incorporating into his
amendment the spirit of H.R. 767. Ban-
ning contributions from non-U.S. citi-
zens reinforces the important message
that American citizens and only Amer-
ican citizens elect their representa-
tives in government, not foreigners.

Now, contrary to what I have heard
over here, this is not harmful. It does
not need a commission. It simply needs
a vote, just like the last time.

By the way, this bill is more inclu-
sive than the last bill. It is a better bill
in response to the comments over here.

Mr. Chairman, foreign influence in
our elections has eroded the American
people’s confidence in our democratic
process and left far too many voters
feeling demoralized and
disenfranchised. While this bill is no
sweeping reform effort, it does address
one of the system’s most glaring prob-
lems, the influx of foreign money in
our political process.

I urge my colleagues to support this
vital, common-sense piece of legisla-
tion.

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. BLUNT).

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from New York for
bringing this amendment to the floor. I
think it clearly does what most Ameri-
cans think is already the case.

Some of my colleagues tonight have
even said, I thought that is what the
law already said, wondered why we
passed this with such an overwhelming
vote just a couple of months ago. Even
the Shays-Meehan language tries to ad-
dress this issue but I think does not
adequately address the issue of expend-
itures.

This amendment clearly takes for-
eign citizens out of our election process
as contributors. We have seen that
ability of foreign citizens living in the
United States to use our system in a
negative way in just the last cycle of
elections. We have heard example after
example after example of citizens of
other countries living in the United
States who gave money, a lot of ques-
tions as to where that money came
from, some apparent proof that that
money was funneled into our politics
through these people living in the
United States from other governments.

But if this law was on the books, that
would not be allowed.

The House overwhelmingly voted to
make this common-sense reform. This
clarifies not only that people cannot
give money to campaigns, they cannot
independently spend money to affect
campaigns, something that virtually
all Americans believe to be the case
today.

This amendment avoids the problem
simply by banning all expenditures by
noncitizens. H.R. 34 amended the law
by banning contributions from foreign
nationals. This clarifies that.

I urge my colleagues not to change
their vote, not to have to explain why
their vote 2 months ago is different
than the vote they cast tonight but to
be consistent on understanding this
problem that has already seen abuses
in the most recent series of campaigns,
to change our laws so that those abuses
cannot occur in the future, to make
that part of any changes we make in
campaign finance reform so that the
laws are enforced, the laws are enforce-
able, and we do not continue to have
the same kinds of problems that every-
body understands were part of the last
cycle of elections.

I urge my colleagues to vote for this.
Actually, I would be delighted just to
see my colleagues who voted for it the
last time to vote for it this time or to
come up with a pretty good expla-
nation when they go back and talk
about this topic, to talk about why
that vote was one way 60 days ago and
another way today.

I urge my colleagues to pass this. I
think it will pass. I am grateful to the
gentleman from New York for offering
this amendment tonight.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL).

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, this is
a bad amendment. Like a lot of other
Members, in the enthusiasm of the
early days following the last election I
supported the idea that we should con-
strain the rights of new Americans and
permanent residents to participate to
the fullest in our election process. That
was a mistake. It was wrong.

These are not citizens but they are
people who have been permitted to
come here. They will become citizens
almost without exception in the or-
derly passage of time. They serve in
our Armed Services. Indeed, there are
better than 20,000 of these permanent
residents who now serve the United
States in our Armed Services. I would
say that we ought to permit them to
have full participation.

After all, it is the main thesis of my
good colleagues and friends on the Re-
publican side of the aisle that the giv-
ing of campaign contributions is an ex-
ercise of the right of free speech. In-
deed, the Valeo case says so. Why then
is it that we should deny these people
who have come here, who have entered



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5473July 14, 1998
the country legally and who are for all
intents and purposes, from tax paying
to serving in the defense of this Nation,
acting almost completely as American
citizens?

Almost without exception, they in-
tend to become American citizens. Al-
most without exception, they have a
great reverence and love for this coun-
try. I think there is nothing wrong
with permitting them to have that ad-
ditional right of participating in our
election process by making campaign
contributions under the same basis
that any other person who resides le-
gally and permanently here.

I would urge my colleagues to reject
the amendment offered by my friend
and colleague on the Republican side. I
would urge them to err in this matter,
if we do err, and I do not believe so, on
the side of seeing to it that the fullest
of participation of citizenship in this
important aspect is extended to those
who are permanent residents of the
United States.

With regret, I say this is a bad
amendment. With regret, I say let us
vote it down. And let us then proceed
towards the enactment of the Shays-
Meehan bill, which is a good piece of
legislation in the public interest, and
let us allow permanent residents, le-
gally entered into the United States, to
participate in the full exercise of free
speech, looking to the day when they
can become citizens and can actually
have the right to vote.

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON).

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, it is certainly a pleasure
this evening to join the gentleman
from New York in support of the
Fossella amendment.

I have found it amazing to hear the
discussion on this amendment, an
amendment that says you must be a
citizen of the United States to contrib-
ute to and influence elections. You
must be a citizen of the United States
to participate in elections. But it
seems for some to be all right to give
thousands of dollars that might change
thousands of votes when you are not a
citizen.

I find it incredible. Some have said it
is unconstitutional. We know that is a
joke. Someone said it was harmful to
the bill if it passed. But they did not
explain how it was harmful.

Maybe if it is not right, they said, we
can fix it in the Senate or maybe in a
conference committee. And then the
one that amazed me, because bureau-
crats always scare me, it was said, we
can deal with it over at the commis-
sion if it is not right, telling the com-
mission that they must determine
whether it is appropriate for people
that are not citizens to give to cam-
paign contributions.

I also found it amazing that someone
called it a cardinal sin and very offen-
sive to be asked if you are a citizen. My
grandparents came from Sweden. If
someone asked me if I am a citizen, I

will say, you bet I am and proud of it.
Most of the newest citizens that I
know, when asked if they are a citizen,
they beam. They are so proud to be an
American. It is not offensive to be
asked. It is not an insult to be asked if
you are a citizen.

What will be the impact if we do not
do this? If we do not do this, it will be
easy for those who are seeking the
White House to continue to funnel for-
eign money into their coffers. That is
what it will do.

Do my colleagues like what happened
in 1996? I do not. Future Congress
races, future Senate races will be easi-
er to get foreign money and use it to
win elections, which is wrong in this
country.

Mr. Chairman, this is a clean, simple
amendment. The law says you must be
a citizen to vote. Why should you be
able to influence elections with cash if
you are not a citizen? You may influ-
ence thousands of votes.

This is the simplest, cleanest amend-
ment we will face on campaign finance
reform. I urge all of my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle, let us stand for
the Constitution. Let us stand for citi-
zenship. Then if we are going to par-
ticipate in elections in this country,
you need to be a citizen, to vote and to
contribute.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 30 seconds to the gentleman
from California (Mr. CAMPBELL).

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I
voted in favor of this amendment when
it stood separately. I now will vote
against it. Why?

Since it passed before, we do not need
it to be attached to this bill for its sub-
stance. The only reason it is being at-
tached to this bill now is to defeat
Shays-Meehan. Why? Because Shays-
Meehan has to stay as close to iden-
tical to what passed or came close to
passing with 57 votes in the Senate for
cloture. Do not support this amend-
ment if you are committed honestly to
campaign finance reform. The further
Shays-Meehan departs from what could
pass in the Senate, the less our chance.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 30 seconds to the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. FOSSELLA) pointed out that
his amendment has already passed this
body as a stand-alone bill. So why are
we debating it now? We are debating it
because, I would venture to say, many
Members who support this amendment
and who are trying to add amendments
to Shays-Meehan are trying to defeat
the bill, which has 218 votes to pass
this body if we keep it in the form that
it is in that is like the McCain-Fein-
gold bill that has the majority of votes
in the Senate.

I call on my colleagues, if they are
for reform, vote against this amend-
ment.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA).

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentlewoman for al-
lowing me to say a few remarks with
reference to the amendment now at
hand.

I would like to ask my good friend
from New York for a dialogue concern-
ing his amendment because there does
seem to be a lot of misinformation
going around here concerning the gen-
tleman’s amendment. I do want to
thank him for his understanding of the
uniqueness of the situation.

I know my colleagues probably are
not aware I am the only representative
that represents U.S. nationals in the
great United States of America. By def-
inition of the U.S. immigration law, a
U.S. national is any person who is born
in the confines of American Samoa,
who is a permanent resident, not per-
manent resident, born and raised in
American Samoa who owes permanent
allegiance to the United States but he
is neither a citizen nor an alien.

You tell me what that means? But I
would like to ask the gentleman from
New York if his understanding of a
U.S. national is in that category and
the reason for his amendment is that
U.S. nationals can contribute to Fed-
eral elections?

b 2100

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. FOSSELLA. To my colleague
from American Samoa, Mr. Chairman,
it was in a conversation that my office
had with his office, in an effort to ad-
dress this issue and his concern, and
particularly with the letter dated May
12 of 1998, that we sought to allow U.S.
nationals to contribute to Federal elec-
tions.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Reclaiming
my time to just ask, because I was hop-
ing that maybe the issue of permanent
resident aliens and green card holders
would be addressed at another time,
but this is very key and important, and
I want to ask my friend does his pro-
posed amendment exclude permanent
resident aliens from participating and
contributing to U.S. elections?

Mr. FOSSELLA. If the gentleman
will continue to yield, this amendment
simply allows for United States’ citi-
zens and United States’ nationals to
contribute to Federal elections.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. So, by omis-
sion, permanent resident aliens cannot
contribute in U.S. Federal elections?

Mr. FOSSELLA. That is correct.
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Is the gen-

tleman aware that permanent resident
aliens are subject to the U.S. draft?

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. STEARNS).

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I

would say to the gentleman from New
York, I would be glad to take 2 minutes
and allow 1 extra additional minute for
the gentleman from American Samoa
so he can finish his colloquy, because I
think he is on a point the Members
should understand.

Because I have an amendment that
comes later which is very similar to
the amendment of the gentleman from
New York, and I support his amend-
ment, but my amendment goes a little
further and takes it down to the State
and local level and also points out that
one cannot solicit contributions. So
this means that a U.S. citizen cannot
go out and solicit contributions from
people that are not citizens.

I support the gentleman’s bill, but I
would like to point out for the Mem-
bers here that there is a controversial
point here and it all pivots around the
idea that we are not talking about U.S.
citizens, we are not talking about U.S.
nationals, we were talking about U.S.
permanent legal aliens, is the term.
And in many parts of the country these
people want to participate.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEARNS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from American Samoa.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing, because we do need to understand
exactly what is a permanent resident
alien. A permanent resident alien is an
alien who petitions the Immigration
and Naturalization Service for his sta-
tus, for which he is then issued a green
card under the provisions of a quota
number that is given to that person.

By those conditions, a permanent
resident alien is subject to the draft in
times of a national emergency. I had
several friends who were permanent
resident aliens who were Vietnam vet-
erans. They were subjected to the
draft. Also, a permanent resident alien,
after 3 years serving in the military,
can also become a U.S. citizen, if he so
wishes.

Mr. STEARNS. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for that clarification.

I think the Members on this side who
are saying they are against the gentle-
man’s amendment must go back and
realize that they have voted for this
identical language and they are going
to be flip-flopping on this floor because
that bill passed 368; overwhelming.

The fact it is a stand-alone bill has
no relevance here because it is the
same words. So my colleagues have to
know in their heart of hearts that they
are going to flip-flop tonight if they do
not support the amendment of the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS).

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, this is
one of those difficult moments in the
process of bringing forth a comprehen-
sive bill with many supporters. We
tried to identify amendments as killer

amendments, harmful amendments, be-
nign or helpful amendments, and essen-
tial amendments to help the bill pass.
For some, this is a killer amendment. I
have to be candid with my colleagues,
those who support Meehan-Shays, we
are going to lose some supporters in
the end if this amendment passes. It is
likely to pass.

But one of the things I find extraor-
dinarily ironic is I hear Members say
there is agreement this amendment has
to be part of Meehan-Shays. Yet the
people who are saying it are not going
to be voting for Meehan-Shays. So this
is not particularly a friendly amend-
ment. We already passed this legisla-
tion last year. It is waiting in the Sen-
ate. It can be dealt with there. To at-
tach it to this bill will do what I think
it is intended to do, which is to make
it more difficult to pass Meehan-Shays.
I accept this. I understand it.

What I would also like my colleagues
to understand is that the real foreign
money problem is with soft money, and
the opponents of Meehan-Shays do not
want to ban soft money. The foreign
nationals who gave money gave soft
money. They did not give hard money
contributions. All the outrages that
people are thinking of are soft money
and yet so many who are concerned
about foreign money are opposed to
banning soft money.

When I look at this legislation, I
have to tell my colleagues I understand
that some just think people who live in
this country, who are not legal, should
not be allowed to contribute. I am
grateful they are legal. I am grateful
that they ultimately want to become
citizens. And I regret my vote when I
voted for it in the past, and I will vote
‘‘no’’.

I will say this. I encourage my col-
leagues who feel strongly against this
amendment, do not let them win in the
end. If they succeed in attaching this
amendment, do not walk away, because
that is the real reason why they are
presenting this amendment. And I en-
courage my colleagues to realize that
we cannot allow this amendment, if it
passes, to be a killer amendment be-
cause they will have won.

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to urge all Members just to re-
flect upon the highest oracle of wis-
dom, and that is the experience of vot-
ing for this same, almost identical
piece of legislation, but broader, just a
few months ago.

The reality is that if Shays-Meehan
were to pass, I think we would like as
perfect a bill as possible and, in effect,
what my amendment would do would
only allow United States’ citizens and
United States’ nationals to contribute
to Federal campaigns.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California (Mr. BECERRA).

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
this time.

Please, Members, do not confuse the
term foreign national with what this
bill really does, and that is it goes
after lawful permanent residents. For-
eign nationals are people who may be
visiting, may be coming to this coun-
try on occasion, but they are nationals,
citizens of another country and do not
have intentions of staying. Lawful per-
manent residents are exactly what the
term says, they are lawfully here, they
are permanently here and they are on
their way to becoming U.S. citizens.

This amendment is a sweeping indict-
ment of the 8 or 10 million people who
are lawful permanent residents, 2 mil-
lion of whom are waiting up to 3 years
to become U.S. citizens. This amend-
ment is telling all those folks, tough
luck. This Congress has been very good
at stripping rights from lawful perma-
nent residents, but it is very bad, and I
am willing to give them what they de-
serve, the opportunity to participate.

We tax lawful permanent residents.
We expect them to defend this country
in times of war, and they do, and we
have Medal of Honor winners to prove
it. We expect them to adopt a civil life
in America, yet we want to now with
this amendment exclude them from fu-
ture participation.

Members should vote against this
amendment if they are serious about
campaign reform. Vote against this
amendment.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to my colleague, the
gentleman from Hawaii (Mr. NEIL
ABERCROMBIE).

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman,
it has been said several times tonight
that we had an overwhelming vote on
this before, and I think that is prob-
ably because we did not necessarily
have the full implications before us.

I certainly do not fault what the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. FOSSELLA)
is trying to accomplish in terms of try-
ing to keep money that should not be
in our campaigns out of it. But here I
want to emphasize to all of my col-
leagues that we are talking about legal
permanent residents; people who have
served in the armed forces. We are in a
situation in which we can have con-
victed felons who cannot vote, they can
give money to a political campaign,
but a legal permanent resident who is
paying taxes, working hard, raising
their families is not going to be al-
lowed to give.

I am speaking right now because my
colleague over there is the one who is
going to be asked. I get out of it. I lis-
tened to some people on the floor say
‘‘if I was asked’’. I guarantee if some-
one looks like me, with the same phys-
iognomy that I do, they will probably
not get asked. But who is going to get
asked are the people who are likely to
be seen as foreign.

Anybody who is in this country under
the protection of the Constitution is
deserving of participating fully in our
constitutional and Democratic govern-
ment.
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Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,

I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume, and I rise in very, very strong
opposition to this amendment. We all
came to this body, we took an oath of
office, we swore to uphold the Con-
stitution of the United States.

We all came to this body and we took
an oath of office: We solemnly swear to
uphold the Constitution of the United
States. The First Amendment says
Congress shall make no law respecting
the establishment of religion or prohib-
iting the free exercise thereof or
abridging the freedom of speech, and to
petition the government for a redress
of grievances.

Nowhere does the Constitution say
that this right under the First Amend-
ment is reserved to U.S. citizens. This
affront today denying the right of legal
people who have come through the
process from exercising their right to
petition to those who seek to represent
them in the Congress from contribut-
ing is an absolute denial of free speech,
a violation of the First Amendment
and absolutely unconstitutional. I do
not believe that we, as a dignified
body, should adopt this amendment in
this reform legislation.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GIBBONS). The time of the gentlewoman
from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK) has expired.

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Let me remind my colleagues again
that 369 of them voted just a few
months ago to support the almost iden-
tical legislation. The reality is that
you can think what you want about
what the Americans think about the
campaign finance system and how im-
portant it is to their lives relative to
education or taxes. The reality is that
if you vote against this amendment
you are going to continue to allow non-
citizens to influence the electoral proc-
ess in this country.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, and every
colleague of mine in this House that
what the American people want is for
United States citizens and United
States nationals to control the process,
to vote and to contribute. If we vote no
on this amendment what we are saying
is that noncitizens can continue to in-
fluence the American election. If we
vote yes on this amendment what we
are saying is United States citizens,
United States nationals, have the right
to contribute, have the right to vote,
have the right to influence our process.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York (Mr.
FOSSELLA) to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute offered by the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
SHAYS).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 282, noes 126,
not voting 26, as follows:

[Roll No. 276]

AYES—282

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
DeLauro
DeLay
Dickey
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas

Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moakley
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann

Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pomeroy
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Rivers
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roukema
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherman
Shimkus
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)

Weldon (PA)
Weller
White

Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson

Wise
Wolf
Young (FL)

NOES—126

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Berman
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Brady (PA)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Campbell
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Conyers
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doolittle
Ehlers
Engel
Farr
Fazio
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse

Gutierrez
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kennedy (RI)
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Lampson
Lantos
Lee
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Maloney (NY)
Manton
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McIntosh
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Mollohan
Moran (VA)

Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Pelosi
Pombo
Porter
Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Ros-Lehtinen
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanford
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Skaggs
Slaughter
Stokes
Talent
Tanner
Thompson
Thornberry
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weygand
Woolsey
Wynn

NOT VOTING—26

Baesler
Burton
Deal
Deutsch
Doggett
Fattah
Fowler
Gephardt
Gonzalez

Hall (OH)
Hilleary
John
Martinez
McDade
McNulty
Olver
Payne
Rush

Schaefer, Dan
Shuster
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Stark
Wexler
Yates
Young (AK)
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Mr. SANDERS and Mr. MCINNIS
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment to the amendment
in the nature of a substitute was
agreed to.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I seek
unanimous consent to explain a propo-
sition in an attempt to bring addi-
tional order to the process on the floor
regarding the Shays-Meehan amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GIBBONS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Califor-
nia?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

Chair recognizes the gentleman from
California (Mr. THOMAS).

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, this is
to request in an attempt to propound
either a unanimous consent request or
a motion, if necessary, all of those in-
dividuals who have offered amend-
ments to Shays-Meehan who are inter-
ested in pursuing those amendments to
notify me, the Committee on House
Oversight, that they have an interest
in having their amendments considered
in order on Shays-Meehan so that we



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5476 July 14, 1998
will have the universe of those that are
serious about their amendments by
about 1 o’clock tomorrow so that we
could perhaps begin to put together ei-
ther a unanimous consent request or,
as I said, a motion to create a defined
universe of serious amendments to
Shays-Meehan rather than the universe
that is out there.

So I would request by 1 o’clock to-
morrow that any individual who has an
amendment that is in order on Shays-
Meehan who wishes to have it consid-
ered as part of a unanimous consent or
a motion to notify the Committee on
House Oversight.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. THOMAS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MEEHAN. One of the concerns
that the minority would have, Mr.
Chairman, is that we get a full list of
which amendments people respond to
and get it in a timely fashion. In other
words, if it is at 1 o’clock tomorrow,
that we could have the list at 1:15 or
1:20 so that we are in a position where
we have a clear understanding what all
the amendments are and who has
voiced concern about having their
amendment pulled or who really wants
to go forward.

Mr. THOMAS. Yes, exactly. I will tell
the gentleman that one of the things I
have been trying to do is determine the
accuracy of the list of proposed amend-
ments; that is, the seriousness of them.
What we are going to try to do is to get
a notice out and leave a little time to-
morrow morning for it to circulate,
that anyone who is serious, let us
know. It seems appropriate that if they
are serious, it could be part of a pro-
pounded UC or a motion, and certainly
as soon as we have that have list, we
will provide our colleagues with it to
get an understanding of where we are
trying to go in an orderly fashion.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. THOMAS. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman will state his parliamentary
inquiry.

Mr. THOMAS. My only question, Mr.
Chairman, is can we in fact strike the
last word under the amendment which
was passed governing only those
amendments under a time limit whose
time limit is being drawn on if, in fact,
the gentleman strikes the last word
and there is no underlying amendment
in front of us.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A pro
forma amendment is in order.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. FRANK) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I simply want to say to my
friend from California (Mr. THOMAS)
and I was going to ask him: I heard
him say that anyone who is serious
about an amendment should come to
him.

As I looked at the list of amendments
and at the people who offered them, it
had not previously occurred to me that
being serious about an amendment was
a prerequisite for offering one.

Is this a new, and it is my time, is
this a new rule that will only people on
his side who are serious about their
amendments will be allowed to offer
them? Because if the people who are of-
fering unserious amendments for
unserious reasons were to be excluded,
we could probably finish this in about
an hour.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman once again does make a
meal of a term which I used in an at-
tempt to determine whether or not
someone wanted to be included in a
unanimous consent or a motion. In
using the term ‘‘serious’’ it seems to
me that someone who may have been
serious previously, watching the politi-
cal antics of the gentleman’s side of
the aisle in arguing that they are seri-
ous about moving forward, but failing
to do so, may have lost some interest,
and I am hoping to make sure that ev-
eryone who involves themselves in the
process has a level of interest equal to
the gentleman.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, apparently by ‘‘antics,’’ and
let us be very clear, he refers to the an-
tics on our side. ‘‘Antics’’ apparently is
the gentleman’s phrase for defeating
amendments aimed at killing the bill.
Certainly the antics have consisted of
defeating amendments with some help
on the other side. I think the gen-
tleman unfairly denigrates the serious
remnant on his own side.

Finally, the gentleman objected that
I put too much meaning into use of
‘‘serious.’’ I apologize for taking the
gentleman at his word, and I will try to
do an individual doing that this the fu-
ture.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, since the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK) has been serious and raised a
serious issue, I would just like to re-
peat what the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) said to the gen-
tleman from California.

If there is going to be unanimous-
consent request, it must in the eyes of
many of us, and I just speak for many
of us, have a cut-off for a vote on
Shays-Meehan and the other sub-
stitutes, because if there are 50 amend-
ments, we do not see how there is time
between now and August 7 to bring this
to a vote, and we want not only order
now, we want order to the end in that
case.

So I wanted to mention that to my
colleague in terms of his request.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I tell
my friend from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN)
that it seems to me that the gentle-
man’s request is within his own realm
of concern reasonable. What we were
able to do tonight was to create a de-
gree of certainty for today, and my at-
tempt is to begin to do it one day at a
time.

If the gentleman will recall, we at-
tempted to place order on this process
earlier. Our failure to do that or failure
to get unanimous consent cost us a full
day of legislative time in the debate of
Shays-Meehan.

I do not want in the pursuit of order
to lose any more time than is nec-
essary, and if the gentleman is holding
out an absolute complete resolution in
lieu of a day-by-day resolution, I will
tell the gentleman he will probably
create more of a delay than would oth-
erwise be the case.

Let me at least now work day by day,
and we will move from there, and I will
tell the gentleman from Massachusetts
that I never did intend, nor will I ever
intend, to define for him what ‘‘antics’’
are to him.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield just briefly?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I will
yield to the gentleman from Michigan
so that I can ponder.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I say to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
THOMAS) we need not only order day by
day, but a guarantee that order day by
day leads to a conclusion to this before
we leave.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I reclaim my time to say
my understanding is we have already
gotten such a guarantee, so the ques-
tion is not whether we get a guarantee,
but whether we get a guarantee of the
guarantee because we are now several
removed from the original guarantee,
and I will now yield to the guarantor.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS).

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I am
not the original guarantor, but I will
renew that guarantee from the original
guarantor, the Majority Leader, that
we will finish campaign reform debate
prior to the August recess.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Let
me first ask the gentleman one ques-
tion. Just one question, and then the
gentleman from California can finish.

By ‘‘complete’’ does the gentleman
mean a vote on the final version of
Shays-Meehan? And I will yield again
to the gentleman.

Mr. THOMAS of California. My belief
is that it would be more than that be-
cause Shays-Meehan is not the comple-
tion.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Would
it be at least that?

Mr. THOMAS. Oh, yes. I will tell the
gentleman that Shays-Meehan is only
one of the substitutes under the rule.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. The
gentleman wishes it was only one.
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

time of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. FRANK) has expired.
AMENDMENT NO. 59 OFFERED BY MR. WICKER TO

AMENDMENT NO. 13 IN THE NATURE OF A SUB-
STITUTE OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the amendment in
the nature of a substitute.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment to
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The text of the amendment to the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute is as follows:

Amendment No. 59 offered by Mr. WICKER
to Amendment No. 13 in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by Mr. SHAYS:

Add at the end the following new title:
TITLE —PROHIBITING USE OF WHITE

HOUSE MEALS AND ACCOMMODATIONS
FOR POLITICAL FUNDRAISING

SEC. 01. PROHIBITING USE OF WHITE HOUSE
MEALS AND ACCOMMODATIONS FOR
POLITICAL FUNDRAISING.

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 29 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:
‘‘§ 612. Prohibiting use of meals and accom-

modations at White House for political
fundraising.
‘‘(a) It shall be unlawful for any person to

provide or offer to provide any meals or ac-
commodations at the White House in ex-
change for any money or other thing of
value, or as a reward for the provision of any
money or other thing of value, in support of
any political party or the campaign for elec-
toral office of any candidate.

‘‘(b) Any person who violates this section
shall be fined under this title or imprisoned
not more than three years, or both.

‘‘(c) For purposes of this section, any offi-
cial residence or retreat of the President (in-
cluding private residential areas and the
grounds of such a residence or retreat) shall
be treated as part of the White House.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 29 of title 18, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following new item:
‘‘612. Prohibiting use of meals and accom-

modations at white house for
political fundraising.’’.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. WICKER) for 20 min-
utes.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 6 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, as many of my col-
leagues know, I do not agree with
much of what this body is attempting
to do in this legislation. I do not agree
with cutting down on free speech, I do
not agree that we have too much polit-
ical expression in this country, and so
I disagree with the direction that many
of my colleagues are going in, and I
think the American people are sort of
with me on this.

I was encouraged to see the Washing-
ton Post/ABC News poll on the front
page of the Washington Post newspaper
this morning where it said that some of
the things that we seem to be inter-
ested in here in this body and inside
the Beltway are not really important
to the voters out there in the public.
When asked about changing the way

political campaigns are financed, only
32 percent of the American voters
think that is a very important issue,
and only 1 in 10, only 1 in 10, Mr. Chair-
man, will let that issue decide how
they will cast their ballots in Novem-
ber.

So I think we have been spending a
lot of time talking about things like
cutting down on free speech that we
ought not to do and changing our cam-
paign laws which maybe the people are
not really interested in.

Here we are right now though at a
very important issue, at a problem
which exists, and does it ever exist, as
shown by these headlines from around
the Nation:

‘‘Donors Pay and Stay at the White
House’’; Lincoln Bedroom a Special
Treat, a Washington Post headline, my
colleagues.’’

So I rise today to bring an issue that
is most important, and that is a prob-
lem, and that is to prohibit fund-rais-
ing in the White House, the actual sale
of coffees and overnight stays in the
White House.

Let me make it clear that I believe
the Pendleton Act of 1883 already
makes it illegal for the President and
Vice President to solicit contributions
from the White House or the executive
office buildings. The problem is that
the law has not been enforced because
courts have been hesitant on how to in-
terpret the law.
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President Clinton and others have
seized upon this ambiguity and fla-
grantly violated the spirit, if not the
letter, of the law. For this reason we
need to pass this amendment.

This amendment goes further than
the Shays-Meehan language, and, as a
matter of fact, I would hope the au-
thors of Shays-Meehan would vote for
this amendment and accept it as an
amendment that perfects the language
they had offered previously.

This amendment would close the
loopholes President Clinton and Vice
President GORE have succeeded in driv-
ing trucks through. And, make no mis-
take about it, they drove those trucks
all the way to the bank. There can be
no doubt as to the need for this provi-
sion.

In the history of the presidency,
there has never been such an orches-
trated effort to subvert the law and
misuse public property for the express
purpose of netting political donations.
The integrity of the White House has
been compromised by shamelessly put-
ting it up for sale.

The facts are shocking. President
Clinton and Vice President GORE
hosted more than 100 coffees inside the
White House, which resulted in a stag-
gering $27 million in Democrat con-
tributions. Among the more than 1,500
guests attending these thinly disguised
political fund raisers were Chinese
arms dealers and business executives
from Thailand. President Clinton in-
vited more than 300 Democrat party

donors to stay in the Lincoln bedroom
in exchange for campaign contribu-
tions.

White House documents confirm that
President Clinton solicited contribu-
tions by telephone from the White
House, raising at least half a million
dollars. Vice President ALBERT GORE,
Jr., has admitted that he made phone
calls from his White House office, and
further stated that there was ‘‘no con-
trolling legal authority’’ which pre-
cluded his actions.

Tonight we can provide that control-
ling authority. This president has done
what no president before him has ever
done; he has put a price tag on the
highest office of the land. He has sold
access to the White House and its ac-
commodations to raise millions of dol-
lars for the Democratic National Com-
mittee and his own reelection.

At no time did Bill Clinton and AL
GORE have ownership of the White
House. At no time did they have au-
thority to sell or rent the White House.
The White House belongs to the people,
to the people of the 1st Congressional
District of Mississippi, and to every
Congressional District in the United
States of America. It belongs to the
American people.

The passage of this amendment
would make it clear that the White
House should never again be used and
abused for political fund-raising pur-
poses. This short and straightforward
amendment makes it illegal for White
House meals and accommodations to be
used for political fund-raising.

The language is very plain. There is
no ambiguity, there are no loopholes.
Neither Mr. Clinton nor Mr. GORE nor
any others would ever be able to skirt
around the law, should this be enacted.

I strongly urge my colleagues to put
an end to the sale of the White House
and vote for this amendment.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
not opposed to the amendment, but I
ask unanimous consent to claim the
time in opposition.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GIBBONS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MEEHAN) is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, we agree with this
amendment. In fact, we could probably
get through this pretty quickly. Our
bill, by ending the soft money loophole,
would take away the incentives for any
of this to happen.

We have spent a lot of time over a pe-
riod of the last year or so reading
about problems in our campaign fi-
nance law. I think we can all agree
that the White House, any White
House, a Democratic or Republican
White House, should never trade meals
or accommodations for political fund-
raising.

So we would agree with this amend-
ment, and we could have a vote on it
right now and pass it unanimously.
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance

of my time.
Mr. WICKER. Mr. Chairman, I am

pleased to yield five minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. HAYWORTH).

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague from Mississippi
for yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, I hear some encourag-
ing notions from the other side, but si-
lent assent is not enough, because, you
see, despite the talk of soft money,
hard money and all the different slang
that is bandied about this House, there
is a clear and explicit problem. Our
British cousins have an expression for
it. It is called ‘‘being too clever by
half.’’

What we have seen in this White
House is nothing short of deliberate
and despicable and dishonest, for the
Vice President of the United States to
have the audacity to stand in front of
the Nation’s press corps and say ‘‘my
legal counsel informs me there is no
controlling legal authority,’’ in the
wake of a memo from the former White
House counsel, Judge Abner Mikva,
who at the time precisely warned ad-
ministration personnel of the real
problems inherent in violating the Pen-
dleton Act, an act that was strength-
ened, my colleagues, in the Carter ad-
ministration in 1979.

But because there are those who at-
tempt to be too clever by half to the
extent that they open fund-raising to
the likes of Chinese arms merchants
and other despicable characters, we
must come to this floor now in this ve-
hicle to articulate that those who
would seek to be clever and surrep-
titious and gain the system again will
be given no quarter. That is why this
amendment is so vitally important.

I would go a step further, Mr. Chair-
man. I believe the very existence of the
Constitution of the United States and
the oversight capacity of the Legisla-
tive Branch over the Executive Branch
ensures in fact that there is controlling
legal authority. But to those who
shamefully, cynically, put the Lincoln
bedroom up for sale, had sadly what
now appear to be cash-and-carry cof-
fees, where ‘‘Starbucks’’ takes on an
entirely different meaning, we must
stand four square against that type of
behavior.

It is not enough to have the almost
reflexive defense that ‘‘everybody does
it.’’ Mr. Chairman, nothing could be
further from the truth. Everybody does
not do it.

So, as we continue to follow the rev-
elations that I suppose will continue to
emanate from the other end of Penn-
sylvania Avenue, let us rise with one
strong voice to say enough is enough;
quit putting the White House up for
sale.

Mr. Chairman, my colleague from
Mississippi put it appropriately, it is
the people’s House, belonging to the
people of the 6th District of Arizona. It
is not the personal property of one Wil-
liam Jefferson Clinton, nor one ALBERT

GORE, Jr., nor any of their minions in
the employ of the administration. It is
an American home for the American
people, not a residence where the
whims of American politics and the
imagined pressures of campaign life
can lead to such dreadful abuses.

Mr. Chairman, I say let us rise with
one voice and say enough is enough.
Support the Wicker amendment. End
the dreadful abuse, and let us deal with
genuine reform, because everybody
does not do it.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO
TEMPORE.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Chair will take this opportunity to re-
mind the colleagues in this chamber
that they are not to make personal
comments about the Vice President.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 15 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, obviously I have said
that we agree to support this amend-
ment. After hearing the eloquent gen-
tleman from Arizona, he has a real op-
portunity to do something about the
problems under campaign finance sys-
tem, and that is by voting for Shays-
Meehan at the end of this long, cum-
bersome process. I hope he will join us
in supporting this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to
the gentlewoman from Michigan (Ms.
RIVERS).

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I got in-
volved with the particular efforts
around campaign finance reform for
one reason, because they were biparti-
san. I did not believe that there was
any chance to change the way this
body operates unless there were people
on both sides of the aisle working to-
gether.

I came forward to be a part of this
because I knew two things had to hap-
pen: I knew that both sides had to work
together to make change, and both
sides had to acknowledge and take the
blame for the system that we have
today. I did not want to be a part of an
action that would try and torpedo the
other side. I wanted to be part of a
positive change.

But I need to speak out today. I do
support this particular amendment. I
think it is a good idea. But I think the
American people need to know that we
need this amendment because there
have been problems time after time
after time. The system needs to be re-
formed because people on both sides of
the aisle have caused problems.

My colleague from Arizona talked
about ‘‘despicable’’ and ‘‘dishonest.’’ I
would also say disingenuous.

I have a couple of documents. One is
from the Presidential Roundtable. It
has a picture of President and Mrs.
George Bush. You have to pay money
to join the roundtable. What do you
get? You get ‘‘one-on-one personal rela-
tionships.’’ ‘‘The Presidential Round-
table allows Members to participate in
the development of policy, as well as
help forge close friendships with Wash-
ington’s top decisionmakers.’’

Further on you find out if you give
money, you are part of a program ‘‘de-

signed to take members of the Presi-
dential Roundtable to various other
countries to discuss economic and po-
litical issues, exclusive meetings that
are structured primarily to bring top
American businessmen and women to-
gether with their counterparts in Eu-
rope and Asia. You can have a voice in
trade, the Organization of the Euro-
pean Community and the new mission
of NATO.’’ This is what happened in
1990.

I have another document, the top of
the letterhead is from Mr. Bob Dole. It
is for an organization called the Repub-
lican Senatorial Inner Circle. If you
pay money to join this group, you have
an opportunity to take part in a vari-
ety of activities which culminate, ac-
cording to this particular letter, ‘‘in
the fall you will be able to join Vice
President and Mrs. Quayle for a special
inner circle reception which is tradi-
tionally held at the Vice President’s
residence.’’ If you pay money and join
this group, you get to go have dinner
with the Vice President and his wife in
their taxpayer paid-for residence.

I am going to vote for this amend-
ment because I do not want to see ei-
ther side doing this. But what I would
like to see when we talk about reform
is both sides stepping up and saying
there have been problems and they
need to be fixed. It is not one-sided, it
is both-sided.

Has there been dishonesty in the
past? Yes. Have there been problems in
the past? Yes. Have there been despica-
ble practices? Yes, on both sides. But
let us leave the disingenuous aside and
start talking about changing for a sys-
tem we can live with that people can
trust.

I have stacks and stacks and stacks
of these things, and what they show is
that there are certain ways to raise
money in this town that are used over
and over and over. And it does not mat-
ter if you are a Democrat or you are a
Republican. What matters is if you are
willing to change.

There are a number of people who
have stepped forward and said we are
ready to change and we ask you to join
us. Not to come forward and fight
every progressive step, but to join us to
make change, and maybe for everybody
here to accept the system has not al-
ways worked the way we want it to,
and to find a way to make it work bet-
ter in the future.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY),
the distinguished Majority Whip.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, it is
amazing how this town works, as the
gentlewoman has just said. In this
whole fiasco of abusing the White
House and other illegal campaign fi-
nance issues, no one has ever stood up
on that side of the aisle and said the
President was wrong, the DNC is
wrong, they were wrong in what they
did. All they do is say well, they may
have been wrong, but the Republicans
were just as bad.
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Well, today we are going to talk
about the Wicker amendment, and that
applies to the White House and what
has been going on for the last 6 years.
For over 6 years, or 6 years ago, I re-
member President Clinton, or then
candidate Clinton, promised the Amer-
ican people that he would establish the
most ethical administration in the his-
tory of the United States.

Now, I would submit to the President
that he has personally done more to
ensure that his administration is one
of the least ethical in the 220 year his-
tory of the office of the presidency. In
orchestrating the most massive fund-
raising campaign in the history of the
United States, the President and the
Vice President personally oversaw the
use of the White House as fund-raising
headquarters. Not meetings, not talk-
ing to constituents, not even coming
and discussing policy, but using the
White House as a fund-raising head-
quarters.

Every politician understands that it
is illegal to raise campaign funds on
Federal property, yet the President
and the Vice President and the First
Lady made it their personal mission to
use the White House as a chit in a
‘‘cash for perks’’ scheme of unprece-
dented proportions.

President Clinton himself oversaw
and orchestrated overnight stays in the
Lincoln bedroom and personally at-
tended a series of so-called coffees, and
we have seen all of those on videotapes
in pursuit of campaign contributions.
During Operation Lincoln Bedroom,
938, 938 guests stayed overnight in the
Lincoln and the Queen’s bedrooms. The
President, of course, claims that the
Lincoln bedroom was never sold. How-
ever, more than one-third of these
guests gave money to Clinton or the
DNC. The bedroom visitors and their
companies gave at least $6 million to
the DNC and a total of $10.2 million to
the Democrats.

Now, according to the presidential
press secretary, Mike McCurry, the
Lincoln bedroom was a special way of
saying ‘‘thank you’’ for services ren-
dered. Now, I think everyone in this
Chamber knows exactly what services
Mr. McCurry was referring to.

Sadly, it does not stop there. Concur-
rent with the Lincoln bedroom scheme,
the Clinton administration orches-
trated a series of coffees.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DELAY. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Chairman, I just
wondered if the gentleman recalls that,
in response to this proposal to have
overnight stays, the President actually
sent a memo back to his chief of staff
saying, yes, pursue promptly and get
the names at $100,000 or more, $50,000 or
more ready to start overnights right
away, a memo from the President of
the United States.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, there is
no denying what went on. There is a lot

of spin going on around this town try-
ing to spin it the other way and blame
other people and blame the Repub-
licans, even, for setting up the White
House.

But even with the coffees, there were
1,528 individuals, 1,528 individuals who
were invited to 103 coffees. My good-
ness, they drank a lot of coffee. Mr.
Chairman, 358 of these individuals or
the companies they represent gave $27
million to the DNC, and approximately
$8.7 million was collected during the
month before or after a personal coffee
with the President or Vice President.

There cannot be any question in the
mind of any reasonable person that the
administration used the White House,
Federal property, as a quid pro quo for
campaign contributions; and it is al-
ready against the law now to raise
campaign funds on Federal property.
And because of the Clinton administra-
tion, we need to ensure that the White
House is never, ever again used as a
prop to leverage campaign contribu-
tions.

I ask that my colleagues support the
Wicker amendment, because the White
House belongs to the American people
and not the Democrat National Com-
mittee.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) who has been a
leader and a person who has really
made a difference in bringing this fight
to the floor of the House of Representa-
tives.

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his kind words. And
to the gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. SHAYS) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. CAMPBELL) who are in
the House, to all of the Republicans
who have worked on this with us
Democrats, I want to express my opti-
mism now that we have a real shot at
reform. That is really the issue, wheth-
er we are going to make political
speeches, try to make political points,
or are we going to have political re-
form.

I had a poster here that illustrates
the statement of the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Ms. RIVERS) about the
Bush White House. It has an invitation
in big print for big Republican givers,
but I am going to forget the poster and
just talk to some of my colleagues
about what I think is their inconsist-
ency.

I want to join the gentleman, my col-
league on the Committee on Ways and
Means, getting up on his hind legs
across the board, though, not just
about one set of abuses but all abuses.
And as the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MEEHAN) said, the test will
be whether one votes ‘‘yes’’ on this
amendment and then ‘‘yes’’ on Shays-
Meehan, or whether one votes ‘‘yes’’ on
this amendment and ‘‘no’’ on Shays-
Meehan. That is the test.

The cynical vote is going to be ‘‘yes’’
on this and ‘‘no’’ on the bill. That

would be more than clever than by a
half. That would be more than incon-
sistent. My colleagues raise their
voices, but we will see if they choke in
silence when it comes to the final vote.

Mr. Chairman, let us talk about mil-
lions and millions. I say this as some-
one who has been in this system, who
has been working to change it, and all
of us who have been in this system
know that it needs change. How many
tens of millions come in in soft money?
And Shays-Meehan tries to get at it.
How much in millions, multimillions
comes in in issue ads, uncontrolled,
without any disclosure as to who it is?

So I am anxious to vote for this
amendment, because we need to wipe
out abuse wherever, and we have to be
honest with ourselves and realize what
has been happening to the political sys-
tem of this country in the last 15 or 20
years.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEVIN. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I
ask my good friend from Michigan, be-
cause he returned to the argument
that, quote, unquote, everybody does
it.

Mr. LEVIN. No, no, no, I will take
back my time. I will tell my colleague
why. I will not let him label that. That
is not a defense. It is an explanation of
the depth of the problem. And what
happened in the Bush White House was
wrong and whatever happened in the
Clinton White House, if it involved the
interaction of money and participation
in the White House, it was also wrong,
and I want to end it.

Let me just finish. I also want to end
this flood of money that comes in with-
out knowing whom it comes from and
without limits. So do not pin that
label.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEVIN. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, a
simple question. Does the gentleman
have any evidence of any Chinese arms
merchants giving money to the Bush-
Quayle reelection campaign?

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, we have
five or six committees looking into
this, and I support investigations into
where money came from. Mr. THOMP-
SON spent a number of months and
came out without evidence. Now we
will see what other committees come
up with. And if there was a wrong, it
should be, it should be not only looked
into, but I think it should be redressed.

But I suggest to the gentleman, if I
can take back my time, and I have
heard the gentleman in the Committee
on Ways and Means, I know the fervor
with which you speak. My only sugges-
tion is keep a bit of that fervor for the
final vote on Shays-Meehan, just a bit
of it, and do what this system needs.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. HAYWORTH. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. Chairman.
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Is it appropriate for Members to

characterize the personal delivery
styles of other Members?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Will
the gentleman from Michigan yield for
a parliamentary inquiry by the gen-
tleman from Arizona?

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I think he
was inquiring of the Chair, not of me.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does
the gentleman from Michigan yield?

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, all I was
saying was the gentleman is fervent,
and I think the gentleman should be
equally fervent——

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a parliamen-
tary inquiry?

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I will fin-
ish. The gentleman should be equally
fervent when it comes to his chance to
vote for reform. Do not pick and
choose.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Michigan’s time has
expired.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. HAYWORTH. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman will state it.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Is it appropriate
for Members to come to this Chamber
and personally characterize the speak-
ing styles and the conduct of other
Members of this House while debate is
going on?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Chair will remind the Members on both
sides of the aisle that remarks person-
ally critical of other Members are to be
avoided.

Mr. HAYWORTH. I thank the Chair.
Mr. WICKER. Mr. Chairman, might I

inquire about the time remaining?
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. WICK-
ER) has 5 minutes remaining and the
right to close; and the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) has 10
minutes remaining.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. BILBRAY).

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I was
sort of torn on which side I should ask
for time from, seeing that I am work-
ing with both sides on this issue, and I
think that this is a classic example of
bipartisan and bicoastal cooperation.

Mr. Chairman, I think that, first of
all, I want to praise the gentlewoman
from Michigan, because I think a lot of
people, because of partisan concerns,
do not want to come up and say our
side has really created an unacceptable
situation, and I want to commend her
for that. Because I think a lot of people
on this side are saying, why has not
anybody been willing to admit that
wrongs have been done in the recent
past?

I think, on the flip side, there have
been things happening historically in
the far past that have not been ad-
dressed; and I think we all admit, no
matter what our party affiliation, that
this issue has become so chronic and so

obvious and so outrageous that this
amendment should be made in order
and should be adopted by even those of
us who cringe, as the gentleman from
Massachusetts and the gentleman from
Connecticut does, to any type of
amendment to our Shays-Meehan bill.

The Shays-Meehan bill does not want
a lot of amendments, but I think this is
a viable one, and I would congratulate
the gentleman from Mississippi for
bringing it forward. I think it is some-
thing that the Democrats and Repub-
licans can draw on.

But let me remind my colleagues
again, even with this amendment, we
are treating a symptom to a much
deeper problem. Why would anybody
pay $100,000 to sleep in a bedroom ex-
cept they think with the bedroom
comes the ability to influence a whole
lot of money and a whole lot of power?
And the reason why people are trying
to influence the political process in
Washington is because Washington is
controlling too much money and too
much capital and too much power.

So as we talk about campaign fi-
nance reform, let us all, especially
those of us that worked the hardest on
this over the last few years, recognize
that we are only taking one step with
this amendment. We are taking a nice
two or three steps with the Shays-Mee-
han bill, but we are never going to
complete this journey unless we are
willing to stop having Washington con-
trol so much power and so much money
out of Washington, D.C., and we learn
to allow the people and the commu-
nities in America to have that power,
to have that influence.

I only wish there was as much money
and as much interest in elections of
city councils and county supervisors
and commissioners and State assem-
blymen and State Senators and gov-
ernors as there is in Washington, and
the only way we can allow that to hap-
pen is to allow the people locally to
make those decisions so that this type
of influence is not needed and is not
tried in the United States Congress.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SHAYS).
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Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, this is the kind of
process that wins few friends, because
everyone has a real sensitivity to the
right and wrong of this issue. I ac-
knowledge the fact that for me, I see it
in black and white.

I weep that my own party does not
want to lead reform. I think this is an
example. This amendment here is a
logical thing that should be part of the
bill. I do not know why my own party
did not come forward with campaign fi-
nance reform and take the lead, but it
chose not to, I think because my own
party decided that if it said you had to
reform the system, in a way it meant
that the things that happened in the

Clinton White House were not wrong
because it was just that we needed to
amend the law.

I happen to think it is both sides. I
happen to think, with all due respect
to some on the Democratic side of the
aisle, that they are ready to reform but
do not want to investigate, and I think
too many on my side of the aisle want
to investigate but do not want to re-
form.

I say this with deep respect for some
of my colleagues who are pretty angry
that I am part of this process. But the
best example is soft money. Soft
money by law is not deemed a cam-
paign contribution. Members may not
want to accept it, but it is true. It does
not come under the definition of ‘‘cam-
paign.’’ Therefore, technically, the
Vice President was right, no control-
ling authority.

I think it is a pretty obscene re-
sponse, and I happen to think that he
knew it was wrong, and I happen to
think that he did not want people to
know about it. But I hear a colleague
right now just laughing, as if this is so
absurd. It is not absurd. It just happens
not to be against the law. It needs to
be made against the law.

One of the things we are trying to do
is we are trying to ban soft money. The
bottom line is that in Meehan-Shays
we want to ban soft money, the unlim-
ited sums that come from individuals,
corporations, labor unions, and other
interest groups. We want to ban them
because the money has gotten obscene,
and both sides, in my judgment, and it
is my judgment, I admit, are shaking
down businesses and others for these
contributions. It is the White House,
and I believe it is my own party. I be-
lieve my own party wants big contribu-
tions, and it is very clear, I think, to
some of these businessmen and women
that they have to ante up. I know they
think that because they have told me.

The other thing is that we want to
deal with the sham issue ads. The sham
issue ads are those campaign ads that
basically almost tanked the gentleman
from Arizona. We would ban those
sham issue ads. We would not see cor-
porate money being used, we would not
see union dues money because it would
be illegal, because once it is a cam-
paign ad, they cannot do those ads.
They can do it through PAC contribu-
tions, but not through members’ dues,
and they cannot use corporate money.

We want to codify Beck, which is the
Supreme Court decision, and we want
to make sure if you are not a member
of a union you should not have to have
your money go for political activity.
We want to make sure that we improve
FEC disclosure and enforcement, be-
cause it is weak and needs to be
changed.

One of the things I believe is I believe
that the Clinton White House, and I be-
lieve some on my side of the aisle, have
gotten away with things they should
not have because the FEC is too weak,
and we do not have proper disclosure.
When we finally found out they did
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something wrong it was 6 years later,
so it is kind of meaningless.

I think it is wrong for Members to
spend franking so close to an election,
so we ban it 6 months to an election.
We make it clear that foreign money
and fundraising on government prop-
erty is illegal. What we do in our bill is
make sure it is illegal not just for cam-
paign money, but for soft money.

Soft money is not campaign money.
That is the whole reason it snuck into
the system. It was supposed to be
party-building, but it was not party-
building. We all know that. We know
what happened to that money. It came
to the parties, and then they funneled
it right back to help candidates win
elections.

It was not just for getting people reg-
istered. It was for helping candidates.
It just rerouted the system and made a
mockery of our campaign laws. I hap-
pen to believe our campaign laws
worked pretty well for 12 years, but
they have broken down because of the
sham issue ads and because of soft
money.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Connecti-
cut (Mr. SHAYS) has expired.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SHAYS).

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. HAYWORTH. I thank my col-
league, the gentleman from Connecti-
cut, for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to return
for a second to his observation about
‘‘no controlling legal authority.’’ How
does my colleague from Connecticut
then account for the memo that pre-
ceded the behavior by Vice President
Gore from White House legal counsel
Judge Abner Mikva, a former member
of this institution, who said, for all ad-
ministration employees, it was a viola-
tion of the Pendleton Act to solicit
funds from Federal installations, i.e.,
the White House?

Mr. SHAYS. The bottom line is, the
gentleman needs to know it was illegal
to solicit campaign funds. Soft money
is not defined as a campaign fund. It is
the reason why we need to change the
law. I say it time and time again, and
the gentleman does not seem to under-
stand it, it is not a campaign contribu-
tion. The Pendleton Act gets at cam-
paign contributions.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, can
I ask the gentleman another question,
because I very much want to visit what
he had to talk about in terms of dif-
ferent groups and their financing of dif-
ferent candidates.

Would the gentleman repeat again
his notion of what is done now, if some-
one is not a union member, their dues
cannot be taken? What happens to a
union member who does not want his
or her dues taken?

Mr. SHAYS. I talked about the Beck
decision. The gentleman I think is

clear on three things, but maybe some
of my other colleagues are not.

Soft money can be union dues money.
We ban it, so all union dues money can-
not be contributed as soft money be-
cause it is not allowed, nor can cor-
porate money that is soft money be al-
lowed. We do both corporate and union.

The second thing we do is we call
those sham issue ads campaign ads.
Once it is titled a campaign ad, union
money and corporate money cannot be
used, because we by law now define an
advertisement and forbid dues money
in a campaign advertisement and cor-
porate money in a campaign advertise-
ment.

Then which get to the third part.
This is the part the gentleman is most
interested in. The Beck decision was a
contest by someone who was not a
member of the union who said his
money should not be used for political
purposes. The court made a ruling in
the Beck decision that if you were not
a member of the union, your money
could not be used. That was the deci-
sion of the court.

Now, what my wife did was when she
complained that her money, and my
wife was a teacher and a member of the
union in New Canaan, Connecticut, was
going to a Democrat candidate who she
opposed, she supported the Republican
candidate, she said she did not want
her money going, and the union said,
you are a member of the union and we
can spend it the way we want.

She said, well, I no longer choose to
be a member of the union, then. She
was able to deduct her political con-
tribution and pay less union dues than
that amount that was political. That
was her right under the Beck decision.
We codify it into law.

Mr. HAYWORTH. If the gentleman
will yield further, Mr. Chairman, one
further question to follow up.

In view of the fact that in several
markets around the country, probably
including Phoenix, the AFL-CIO will
start an ad campaign, does the gen-
tleman not worry about the constitu-
tionality of attempting to abridge peo-
ple’s ability to speak? Because even
though I am often personally the tar-
get of these abusive and false ads, I
just do not think, or I would ask, does
not the gentleman have some concerns
that this could be unconstitutional?

Mr. SHAYS. The gentleman may
have some concerns. I have little con-
cerns about whether corporate or union
money can be declared unconstitu-
tional when it is a campaign ad. That
has already been determined.

So the issue, to be fair to the gen-
tleman, the issue is, is a campaign ad a
campaign ad that has the picture and
the name of an individual, as we define
it? And I think yes, and I think the
court will uphold it.

There is the other issue of whether
the Supreme Court will agree with the
Ninth Circuit or the First and Fourth,
which talked about, essentially, that if
it walked like a duck and quacked like
a duck, it is a duck, it is a campaign

ad, and two lower courts have gone in
different directions. The court is going
to have to decide which side they are
going to come up with.

Mr. HAYWORTH. One further ques-
tion, since the gentleman advances the
argument that everybody does it, and
he had his suspicions. Does the gen-
tleman have any evidence that the
Bush administration took any dona-
tions from Chinese arms merchants?

Mr. SHAYS. I do not think they did.
Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentleman yield?
Mr. SHAYS. I yield to the gentleman

from Texas.
Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, the gen-

tleman made a statement earlier that I
take great exception to, that his party
does not lead reform. No, I totally dis-
agree with the gentleman, and would
say that the gentleman’s party does
not lead the kind of reform that the
gentleman wants. His party wants
other kinds of reform.

Mr. SHAYS. I would take even other
kinds of reform. I just want to see re-
form.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Chairman, for pur-
poses of closing the debate, I yield the
balance of my time to the distin-
guished gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. GUTKNECHT).

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) is recognized for 21⁄2 minutes.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, I think this is a very
instructive debate. I think it gets to
the core of what we are talking about.
Just a few moments ago the gentleman
from Connecticut said he wanted re-
form. I submit what we really want is
compliance.

Mark Twain once observed that
human beings are the only creatures
that God has created that can blush, or
needs to. What has happened to our
ability to blush? What has happened to
our moral outrage? Twenty-seven mil-
lion dollars was raised at White House
coffees. We do not really need reform, I
say to the gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. SHAYS), we simply need people
who lead by example. Most of what we
are talking about here tonight, most of
the abuses we have read about, head-
line after headline, those are things
that I think all of us know are wrong.
They are simply wrong.

I would call the gentleman’s atten-
tion to this amendment. I rise in sup-
port of this amendment. But even this
amendment is fatally flawed, espe-
cially if somebody can legalistically
rationalize no compelling legal author-
ity. Then all of the rest of this, for ex-
ample, the language is, ‘‘any official
residence or retreat of the President,
including private residential areas and
the grounds of such a residence or re-
treat.’’

Does that mean Camp David? I think
it does. But somebody else may say it
does not. We can purse, we can come up
with legalisms, we can come up with
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excuses. That really, at the end of the
day, is the fundamental argument
about ‘‘campaign finance reform.’’ Our
entire legal system, and particularly
campaign finance, relies on voluntary
compliance.

When we have people who are bound
and determined to use their power, to
use their office, to abuse the influence
of that office, I do not think we can
write campaign finance laws that are
strong enough. I wish we could.

If anybody in this room, probably the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
HAYWORTH) and myself would love to
see the stopping of this nonsense we
have seen, the abuses of issue advocacy
advertising and soft money and all the
rest. But I suspect in the end the Su-
preme Court is going to say that that
is protected political free speech. In
the end what we are going to come
back to is that certain people are going
to figure out a way to get around what-
ever language we put in.

We had campaign finance reform be-
fore, and we will probably have it
again. But in the end, only good people
are bound by the law.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Chairman, I move
the question on the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
WICKER) to the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute offered by the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Chairman, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 442, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
WICKER) will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS TO

AMENDMENT NO. 13 IN THE NATURE OF A SUB-
STITUTE OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the amendment in
the nature of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. STEARNS to

Amendment No. 13 in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by Mr. SHAYS:

Amend section 506 to read as follows (and
conform the table of contents accordingly):
SEC. 506. BAN ON CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS BY

NONCITIZENS.
Section 319 of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441e) is amended
to read as follows:

‘‘CONTRIBUTIONS AND DONATIONS BY
NONCITIZENS

‘‘SEC. 319. (a) PROHIBITION.—It shall be un-
lawful for—

‘‘(1) a noncitizen, directly or indirectly, to
make—

‘‘(A) a donation of money or other thing of
value, or to promise expressly or impliedly
to make a donation, in connection with a
Federal, State, or local election to a politi-

cal committee or a candidate for Federal of-
fice, or

‘‘(B) a contribution or donation to a com-
mittee of a political party; or

‘‘(2) a person to solicit, accept, or receive a
contribution or donation described in para-
graph (1) from a noncitizen.

‘‘(b) TREATMENT OF NATIONALS OF THE
UNITED STATES.—For purposes of subsection
(a), a ‘noncitizen’ of the United States does
not include a national of the United States
(as defined in section 101(a)(22) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act).’’.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the previous order of today, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS)
is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to take
very much time. We have already been
through this debate. The gentleman
from New York (Mr. FOSSELLA) has al-
ready offered primarily most of this
amendment, but I would like to just
formally put it in place, because there
are some additions to his amendment
that I think are important to specify.
That is why I am here tonight.

I rise to offer this amendment to the
Shays-Meehan substitute, the Biparti-
san Campaign Integrity Act.
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This amendment, of course, clarifies
the law by placing an explicit ban on
campaign contributions by noncitizens,
including illegal aliens, which was in
part of the debate previously, for all
elections, Federal, State and local and
for contributions or donations to a
committee of a political party.

And on those two last points, Mr.
Chairman, my amendment sort of com-
pliments and expands upon the
Fossella amendment previously de-
bated. So that there is a ban on foreign
contributions. It will not be limited to
just Federal elections but this extends
all the way over to state and local. It
would encompass all political cam-
paigns in the country and political
party campaigns.

I think the second addition is that
my amendment is significantly dif-
ferent in that it prohibits individuals
from soliciting or accepting foreign do-
nations. Mr. Chairman, I think we have
had the debate on the Fossella amend-
ment.

I just point out, in conclusion, that
basically I just move at the State and
local level and then also talk about
prohibits individuals from soliciting or
accepting foreign donations.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GIBBONS). Does any Member seek the
time in opposition to the amendment?

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
STEARNS) to amendment No. 13 in the
nature of a substitute offered by the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
SHAYS).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote and, pending
that, I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) to
Amendment No. 13 in the nature of a
substitute offered by the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) are post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PICKERING TO

AMENDMENT NO. 13 IN THE NATURE OF A SUB-
STITUTE OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment to the amendment
in the nature of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. PICKERING to

Amendment No. 13 in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by Mr. SHAYS:

In section 506, strike ‘‘Section 319’’ and in-
sert ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 319’’, and add
at the end the following:

(b) PROHIBITING USE OF WILLFUL BLINDNESS
AS DEFENSE AGAINST CHARGE OF VIOLATING
FOREIGN CONTRIBUTION BAN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 319 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441e)
is amended—

(A) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (c); and

(B) by inserting after subsection (a) the
following new subsection:

‘‘(b) It shall not be a defense to a violation
of subsection (a) that the defendant did not
know that the contribution originated from
a foreign national if the defendant was aware
of a high probability that the contribution
originated from a foreign national.’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply with re-
spect to violations occurring on or after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the previous order of today, the
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. PICK-
ERING) is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I rise today to offer this amendment
on something that I believe, just as we
saw on the previous amendment by the
gentleman from Mississippi on the use
of the White House as a means to raise
contributions, that this is an area
where we, too, can reach consensus.

Let me say, as I start the debate,
that I want first to commend all the
participants in the debate. I think this
is a very important issue. Those who
are proposing, the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MEE-
HAN) although I profoundly disagree
with their approach of reform and be-
lieve it is an infringement of constitu-
tional rights and freedom, I do appre-
ciate their intent and their motives.

But for those of us who disagree with
their approach to reform, we are trying
to find those areas where we have seen
the gross abuses and violations and to
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go back and find ways to close those
loopholes, to bring greater credibility
and to protect the intent and the pur-
pose of the laws now existing on the
books.

It is illegal to accept foreign con-
tributions but in this past presidential
election, we have seen case after case
after case of illegal foreign contribu-
tions. And the reason tonight that I
have this picture as I present the case
for this amendment is that I think that
it is probably the best picture, the best
illustration that shows the case or de-
scribes the term willful blindness,
turning a blind eye.

As many already know, there was a
fund-raiser in a Buddhist monastery in
California, and we have heard many
different descriptions of that. But the
purpose has become clear over the in-
vestigation that it was a fund-raiser,
and it was an opportunity to launder
illegal foreign contributions.

There was money changing in the
temple. And just as in the bible story,
the biblical story where we had the
corruption in the temple, we have seen
the corruption in our campaign process
and election process through foreign
contributions. And what is the con-
sequence? We now have the investiga-
tions going forward on technology
transfers and nuclear proliferation and
the buying of access, the foreign ac-
cess, and the possibility of subverting
the policy decisionmaking in this ad-
ministration, the buying of access ille-
gally through foreign sources, and the
willful blindness of this administration
and the DNC to accept those contribu-
tions and have the corruption and the
money changing in our election and
campaign process.

This amendment is intended to stop
those who in recent campaigns raised
illegal campaign cash from foreign
sources. It is obvious that the political
committees operated without obtain-
ing adequate information regarding the
source of these suspicious donations.
They had no system in place to check
the validity of campaign cash.

It has been documented in the press
and congressional investigations that
Democratic activists not only brought
in envelopes of cash and suspicious
money orders. They also created a net-
work of illegal foreign donors that sup-
plied millions of dollars for the Clin-
ton-Gore reelection campaign.

It has been documented that the FBI,
the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and
Firearms, the CIA, the National Secu-
rity Council all raised concerns regard-
ing the individuals that were associ-
ated with the Democratic Party and
many of the contributions. There have
been stories in the news regarding the
improper use of the Lincoln bedroom,
Air Force One, White House coffees and
the White House staff arranging for-
eign trade missions for Democrat do-
nors.

We know that the public will not tol-
erate such abuses of power because of
the public outrage that we have seen,
the intensive media coverage of the

stories and the allegations and the
abuses that was caused after the dis-
covery that the DNC, President Clinton
and Vice President AL GORE had at-
tended fund-raisers that raised illegal
foreign money.

Now, why is the original law on our
books? Why do we ban illegal or foreign
contributions? Because we believe that
our national security is at stake. And
that if foreign sources can influence
U.S. campaigns, U.S. elections and U.S.
policy, will it be our interests or Chi-
na’s interests that are being bought
and sold? We must have this protection
in place. And what we have seen time
and time again is the willful blindness
defense in relation to these foreign
contributions. They did not know.
Somehow they did not know that this
was a fund-raiser. A blind eye.

Well, the American people will not
accept us in this place in this House
turning a blind eye to the corruption
and the abuses that took place dealing
with foreign contributions. My amend-
ment will close that loophole, take
away that defense.

One example of a conspiracy is to
launder illegal funds with the DNC’s
fund-raiser at the Buddhist monastery
in California. It is being investigated
here in Congress. As a matter of fact, it
was discovered during the Senate’s re-
cent investigation that this fund-raiser
was organized by John Huang and
Maria Hsai. They both have asserted
their Fifth Amendment rights in the
ongoing congressional investigation
and Ms. Hsai was recently indicted by
a Federal grand jury.

Again, Vice President GORE partici-
pated in this fund-raiser. But there
were different stories and different ac-
counts, different defenses used by the
Vice President as this became public.

On Meet the Press, October 13, 1996,
he said, We have strictly abided by all
the campaign laws, strictly. There
have been no violations.

Then on October 21, 1996, Mr. GORE
stated that the DNC set up the event
and asked me to attend it. It was not a
fund-raiser. It was billed as a commu-
nity outreach event. And indeed, no
money was offered or collected at the
event. But after the fact contributions
were sent in. I did not handle any of
this.

Then his story changes again. Fi-
nally, on January 20, 1997, Mr. GORE ac-
knowledged that he knew the event
was a fund-raiser. It was a mistake for
the DNC to hold a fund-raiser event at
a temple, and I take responsibility for
my attendance at the event.

On February 14, 1997, the White
House released documents that proved
that the Vice President’s office knew
beforehand that the Huang event was a
fund-raiser and the documents warned
Mr. GORE to use great, great caution.

According to the February 10, 1998
edition of the Washington Post, Mr.
GORE was informed through internal e-
mail and memorandums by then Dep-
uty Chief of Staff Harold Ickes that the
event was a fund-raiser. Here are some

interesting facts about the DNC fund-
raiser at the Buddhist monastery. The
cost per head was $2,500. The monks
that donated to the DNC lived on a
monthly stipend of $40.

The Senate investigation proved that
the individuals were reimbursed for
their donations. In other words, it was
an illegal laundering of campaign con-
tributions from questionable sources,
many traced back to foreign donations
or foreign money.

This event was videotaped by a pri-
vate photographer. All copies of the
videotape footage were taken from the
production company by the Buddhist
monastery and quickly shipped to Tai-
wan. The monk that took the tapes left
the monastery after he learned the
Senate Committee on Governmental
Affairs served the monastery with a
subpoena in search of those tapes. He
has since disappeared and the video-
tapes remain hidden to this day.

But efforts to raise illegal campaign
cash by the Democrats were not lim-
ited to this monastery. According to
Bob Woodward, in the May 16, 1998 edi-
tion of the Washington Post, Johnny
Chung, a Democratic fund-raiser, in-
formed the U.S. Justice Department
that a Chinese military officer who was
an executive at the state-owned aero-
space company gave him $300,000 to do-
nate to the Democrats’ 1996 campaign.
As we know, the Chinese government’s
conspiracy to buy influence with
Democratic leaders during the 1996
election has been well documented and
will be fully investigated in this Con-
gress.

As we look through the headlines
today, it is overwhelming. The Wash-
ington Post, Saturday, May 16, Chung
Ties China Money to DNC. New York
Times, Democrat Fund-raiser said to
Detail China Tie. New York Times,
February 15, 1997, Clinton and Gore Re-
ceived Warnings on Asian Donors. Chi-
cago Tribune, Memos to Clinton
Warned of Donors, Alarm Sounded Over
Chinese Fund-raisers.

What is the defense? Willful blind-
ness. Somehow they did not know.

Newsweek, White House Shell Game,
Clinton Campaign’s Frantic Fund-rais-
ing May Have Crossed the Line. The
Washington Times, Huang’s prodding
for Lippo, an Indonesian company,
verified. Washington Post, Scandal
Alarms Went Unanswered. The Wash-
ington Post, DNC Acknowledges Inad-
equate Checks on Donors. The Wash-
ington Times, Foreign money scandal
grows as $15 million offer is.

The Washington Post, Gore Commu-
nity outreach Touched Wallets at Tem-
ple. The Washington Times, 31 Donors
list DNC as Home Address.

It is the ‘‘don’t ask, don’t tell’’ policy
of campaign fund-raising. I could go ar-
ticle after article after article until we
are numb with the corruption. We sim-
ply want to protect our national secu-
rity. We want to close this loophole.
We want to take away this legal de-
fense of willful blindness. The Amer-
ican people will not take a blind eye,
neither should we.
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I hope that we can have a consensus

on this amendment that this defense
will not be tolerated, will not be ac-
cepted and that we will close this loop-
hole to make enforcement of illegal
foreign contributions workable, doable
and the law and practice of the land.
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, if I could
know the proper request. I am not sure
I oppose this, but I would like to claim
the time in opposition.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GIBBONS). The gentleman may, under a
unanimous consent request, claim the
time in opposition.

Mr. SHAYS. I thank the Chairman,
and I do request that.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Connecticut?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
SHAYS) is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I understand the intent of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi and agree with
a good number of his remarks, but I
would like him, if he would, to describe
to me the term of art in section sub (b).

It shall not be a defense to a violation of
subsection (a) that defendant did not know
that the contribution originated from a for-
eign national if the defendant was aware of a
high probability that the contribution origi-
nated from a foreign national.

Is this a term of art that is used that
the courts have defined? Because I am
not aware of it and, if so, I would like
to know where it is used.

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Chairman, my
understanding is that it is a clarifica-
tion of the ban on foreign contribu-
tions. The defense of the administra-
tion and many of those in the various
investigations surrounding foreign con-
tributions again go back time and time
again to it was a lack of knowledge or
it was a lack of a system of checks. But
I believe it was a willful blindness, and
this would simply take away that de-
fense from those who are responsible in
campaigns for raising money to know
the source of the donors.

If we look at the RNC, in their past
practices, they have set in place an
elaborate system of checks on all do-
nors, all sources, and especially if they
have any potential relationship to a
foreign contribution.

Mr. SHAYS. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, my question, though,
still stands. I am aware of the terms
knowing and willful. An individual has
to know and has to be willful, and that
is a term that has been defined by law
in both the States and the Federal
Government for a long time. I have
never seen the concept of a high prob-
ability, and I am just interested if the

gentleman, and this may be, in fact,
what he decided to do, but is this a
term of art that has been used in the
past? I am not aware of it being used in
the past. Or is this a term that the gen-
tleman had to use to reach the conclu-
sion he wanted to reach?

I would be happy to ask someone else
if they wanted to respond. For the leg-
islative record as well it would be help-
ful for us to have some definition of
this term of high probability.

Mr. PICKERING. If the gentleman
will continue to yield, the high prob-
ability would become the standard in
these types of cases and it would, I be-
lieve, set a clearer standard than the
one we have today. The high prob-
ability that the contribution origi-
nated from the foreign national would
set the definition and the standard by
what is responsible for those who are
accepting and raising and soliciting
foreign campaign contributions.

Mr. SHAYS. Would this be a term of
art that the court would help us define
or the FEC?

Mr. PICKERING. It could be done ei-
ther way, as the litigation and the dif-
ferent challenges progress through the
campaign FEC process and through the
court process. But I do believe that we
would find an answer to the gentle-
man’s question as far as case law and
precedent on the term high probability.
I would be glad to work with the gen-
tleman to answer that question.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I, too,
could potentially support the amend-
ment, but high probability, there is no
legal texture to that. I do not believe
that there is any case law that has
been determined anywhere that I know
of where high probability was the legal
basis of anything.

Before I got here I was a prosecutor
in Massachusetts. We had 13,000 cases a
year. I think willfulness may be the
legal term that we want, but I just do
not know that there is any court that
has ever defined from the legal perspec-
tive the term high probability. I do not
know what high probability is.

High probability. If we get a con-
tribution from someone whose last
name is, I do not know, Chin, and there
are a lot of Chinese people named Chin;
is that high probability? If the court
cannot define what a high probability
is, then I think we ought to use a term
that has a legal texture, a term that is
in Black’s Law Dictionary, a term that
courts somewhere somehow have used
to determine legislative intent.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SHAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, let me
ask the gentleman from Mississippi a
friendly question so we understand
this, and I guess the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) will have to
yield to him.

As I read this amendment, it says in
the caption ‘‘prohibiting use of willful
blindness.’’ The word willful is there,
and then later on the term high prob-
ability. In order to violate this statute,
would there have to be willfulness?

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. PICKERING. Yes, that would be
the legal standard of a willful act.

Mr. LEVIN. If the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) will continue
to yield, is the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. PICKERING) using high
probability to mean willfulness?

Mr. PICKERING. The high prob-
ability, there would be a willfulness,
and the willfulness would be deter-
mined in clause (b) by the probability
that he should be aware.

For example, when Vice President
GORE went to the Buddhist monastery,
should he have had a high probability
that that was a fund-raising event and,
given the nature of that fundraiser,
was there a probability that they could
have received, since the nuns and the
monks at that monastery live on about
a $40 stipend, would a reasonable per-
son, would a reasonable court decide
that there was a probability that there
was illegal laundering and that there
was a probability of foreign sources in
that contribution?

Mr. LEVIN. The gentleman’s answer
is that he should have a different
standard than willfulness. Now, I am
not sure how this was drafted, but
maybe the thing to do is, if the gen-
tleman wants to pass this amendment,
understand its contradictions or take
it back and try to rewrite it so that it
does not have the inconsistencies. The
caption reads the same way.

Mr. PICKERING. I do not see an in-
consistency between willful blindness
and a fleshing out of that. Was he
aware of a high probability that a con-
tribution originated from a foreign na-
tional? I do not see any inconsistency
in that standard. It supports and, fur-
ther, I think enhances the language of
willful blindness.

There may be a case to what court
precedent does it refer to, what stand-
ard and what definition, but I do think
that the high probability supports the
intent.

Mr. LEVIN. I think it would help if
the gentleman could cite any non-
criminal statute in this country that
uses the term high probability; any
civil statute that has the term high
probability in it.

Mr. PICKERING. I will be glad to get
back to the gentleman. I will ask the
staff to research the matter.

Mr. LEVIN. Good. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY), the majority whip.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I do not
know who is watching this, I hope
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some of the Members are, but we just
got a legal lesson and I do not know
what these lawyers were talking about.
I do know what willful blindness as a
defense means from a personal common
sense point of view. I also know what
high probability means relative to a
contribution originating from a foreign
national. It is English language. It is a
pretty high probability that if one goes
to a Buddhist temple and gets all kinds
of gifts and are told either verbally or
in memos that it is a fundraiser, it is a
pretty high probability the money is
being raised there and it is a fund-
raiser.

Maybe 80 percent, 90 percent. I mean,
if you have a friend by the name of
Charlie Yah Lin Trie that you have
known for 14 years, as a person that
does nothing but business with Asian
clients, and he comes and gives you
$640,000, then there has got to be a high
probability that it came from foreign
nationals, and you cannot walk around
and say, I was blind to that, even
though it came on a check from a Chi-
nese bank, wrapped in red Pagoda ciga-
rettes or something.

If you have got a friend by the name
of Paulene Kanchanalak, who is a lob-
byist for Thailand and helped form a
U.S. Thai business council and donated
contributions to the DNC and had fre-
quent contacts and coffees with John
Huang, then it is a high probability
that the money that you are getting
comes from foreign nationals.

If you have a friend by the name of
Johnny Chien Chuen Chung, a Taiwan-
ese American from Torrance, Califor-
nia, and his company does business
with foreign nationals and comes up
with $366,000 for the Democratic Party,
then it is a high probability that when
you receive that along with all the
other stuff you have received, that you
probably, in high probabilities, know
that it came from foreign nationals.
You cannot walk around and say, oh,
gee, I did not know that, and then get
off, and then have your spin meisters
run up and down Pennsylvania Avenue
and get all kinds of interviews and try
to cover-up the fact that you are tak-
ing money from foreign nationals.

If you have a friend by the name of
Arief and Soraya, and I cannot even
pronounce the last name, Wiriadinata,
something like that, who donated
$450,000 to the DNC and was friends
with a guy named Johnny Huang, and
later returned it because Wiriadinata
could not explain where it came from,
then probably there is a high prob-
ability that it is money from foreign
nationals.

I could go on with John Lee and
Cheong Am, Yogesh Gandhi, Ng Lap
Seng, Supreme Master Suma Ching Hai
and George Psaltis.

These are American names, I know,
and a lot of them are Americans and
American citizens, but many of them
did business with foreign nationals and
brought money to the DNC and others.

All this amendment does is give the
opportunity or take away the defense,

with all the legalese pushed aside,
takes away the defense that says, oh,
well, I did not know it. It did not seem
proper to me but I did not know it.
Therefore, I am not guilty for breaking
the law.

We are just making it once and for
all breaking the law.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DELAY. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I know
the gentleman did not mean it to sound
this way but when I listened to it it
sounded this way. It sounded like if
you have a foreign name, there was a
high probability they were foreigners.

Mr. DELAY. Reclaiming my time, I
knew the gentleman from Connecticut
would try to do that.

Mr. SHAYS. That is what it sounded
like.

Mr. DELAY. That is not my point.
My point is that the administration
and the DNC knew exactly who these
people were, had known them for
many, many long years, knew their
contacts and I guarantee the gen-
tleman, knew where this money came
from, and walking into a Buddhist tem-
ple knowing that it was a fund-raiser
and then walking out and saying, oh,
well, I just really did not know it was
a fund-raiser and I did not know I was
getting foreign nationals is not a de-
fense against the guilt of breaking the
law, and the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi is making sure of the fact that
you cannot claim blindness when there
is a high probability you know that
you are breaking the law.

Mr. SHAYS. Would the gentleman
yield? I will yield on my time.

Mr. DELAY. Okay.
Mr. SHAYS. If I may, I just would be

happy to take some time here. The
gentleman is not saying if you have a
foreign name, there is a high prob-
ability?

Mr. DELAY. No, I am not saying
that.

Mr. SHAYS. Okay. I just think the
record needs to show that.

Mr. DELAY. I appreciate that. I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Chairman, may
I inquire as to how much time I have
remaining?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
GIBBONS). The gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. PICKERING) has 2 minutes
remaining, and the right to close. The
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
SHAYS) has 12 minutes.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I am
happy to yield such time as he might
consume to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MEEHAN).

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my colleague for yielding.

The problem with the amendment,
and we could come to some kind of an
agreement, it seems to me, but the
problem with the amendment is the
term high probability is a statistical
term. It has to do with the likelihood
that something is going to happen. It is

not a legal term. There is not any case,
any civil case, there is not any crimi-
nal case. We cannot just be passing leg-
islation. We have to take this seri-
ously.

We should assume that this might be-
come law. If we are doing that, we
ought to sit down and come up with
legislation and come up with wording
in this instance that is something like
this: That an individual knew or should
have known. That is the legal termi-
nology we should be able to sit down
and come up with so we can have an
agreement on this amendment. There
is plenty of time in this debate to show
photographs of the Vice President or
anyone else for the political part of the
argument, but it seems to me that it
would be more constructive if we could
work out language that we could come
to an agreement on like knew or had
reason to know.

There have been civil actions all over
the country that people have been very
successful on. There have been crimi-
nal actions people have been in.
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It is knew or should have known,
that is what the legal term is, but not
high probability. I think we can work
this out.

Mr. PICKERING. If the gentleman
would yield, I would be glad to work
with him. I think our intent is the
same, to close this loophole, to take
away this defense; and the language
that my colleague suggested is some-
thing that I would be glad to sit down
and work with him on.

I would add, though, that I believe we
both understand the intent of this law.
We have both seen the abuses. I think
there is consent that we want to close
that loophole and take away that de-
fense, that we do not want to stand up
here as American people, listen to this
debate and say there is no controlling
legal authority.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I think that is an-
other amendment that we can get to.
But I get the point. Hopefully, we will
be able to work out the language on
this.

I just do not want to see us accept all
kinds of amendments and then have a
high probability that it will all have to
be thrown out once we finish with all
this, because there clearly is a high
probability that that would happen.
But if we are looking at a legal term,
I have a number that I can suggest and
I think come to an accommodation.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SHAYS), and I thank him
for his patience.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, if a
modern day Rip Van Winkle tuned in today
after napping for 25 years, who could fault him
for immediately tuning out this debate on cam-
paign finance reform? In 1971 and 1974 Con-
gress passed campaign finance reforms that
limited the amount of money in politics and,
for the first time, required candidates to dis-
close the source of their money. The wisdom
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and application of those reform efforts have
been debated by Congress ever since—annu-
ally, emotionally, and with futility.

So, for the last 25 years, Congressional
campaigns have been conducted under a set
of rules that have become unenforceable
(through systematic defunding of the Federal
Elections Commission), weakened (by court
decisions), and yet located at the heart of the
American distrust with elected officials. The
Harris Poll showed us earlier this year that 85
percent of Americans believe special interests
have more influence than voters on this insti-
tution. Who can fault them when total cam-
paign spending has risen from $115 million in
1975, to $450 million in 1985, and almost cer-
tainly to over $1 billion in this election? Is it
any wonder that voter turnout is at an all-time
low, and that respect for Members of this insti-
tution seems to rise only when we are not in
session?

In my relatively short time in Congress, I
have seen how campaigns are financed, and
how that distorts the decision making process.
We would not have nearly the number of peo-
ple who die each year from tobacco related
deaths if it weren’t for the influence of tobacco
money in politics. I see negative ads from
anonymous sources tearing at the fabric of our
society. I see honest men and women trying
to buck a system that distorts and creates
negative consequences. And I see my col-
leagues, including Mr. ALLEN, Mr. SHAYS, Mr.
MEEHAN and others, devoting enormous time
and creativity to meaningful reforms that don’t
tilt in favor of Republicans or Democrats, don’t
unduly help incumbents, but does cut down
the pursuit of campaign money.

We now know how cynically the deck has
been stacked yet again against reform. Those
who look at the current system and see noth-
ing wrong have a rule that permits them to call
up 258 non-germane amendments, essentially
talking reform to death. Those who argue that
we need more money in politics are using
their control over the calendar to prevent a
House bill—should one miraculously pass—
from reaching the Senate before adjournment.

Despite these shenanigans, Mr. Chairman,
we are not going to give up. The opponent of
reform may succeed in pushing campaign fi-
nance reform into the 106th Congress, but re-
form is not going to die. The American people
know the system is broken, and at the very
least, we are going to give them a series of
votes so after all the debate, after all the stall-
ing tactics and parliamentary maneuvering, it
will be perfectly clear who squandered this op-
portunity, and why.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
PICKERING) having assumed the chair,
Mr. GIBBONS, Chairman pro tempore of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 2183) to amend
the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971 to reform the financing of cam-
paigns for elections for Federal office,
and for other purposes, had come to no
resolution thereon.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PICKERING). The Chair desires to an-
nounce that pursuant to clause 4 of
rule 1, the Speaker signed the following
enrolled bill today: S. 2282, to amend
the Arms Export Control Act, and for
other purposes.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 2183.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Kentucky?

There was no objection.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB-
BONS). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 7, 1997, and under a
previous order of the House, the follow-
ing Members will be recognized for 5
minutes each.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. CONYERS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. HULSHOF) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. HULSHOF addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Dakota (Mr. POM-
EROY) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. POMEROY addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. MINGE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. MINGE addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. FOX) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. FOX addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PETERSON addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DAVIS addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. STRICKLAND addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mrs. FOWLER (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of medi-
cal reasons.

Mr. MCNULTY (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of offi-
cial business in the district.

Mr. YATES (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT) for today after 7:00 p.m. on ac-
count of physical reasons.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. LEVIN) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. CONYERS, today, for 5 minutes.
Mr. POMEROY, today, for 5 minutes.
Mr. MINGE, today, for 5 minutes.
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, today,

for 5 minutes.
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, today, for 5

minutes.
Mr. STRICKLAND, today, for 5 min-

utes.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mrs. NORTHUP) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, July 15 and 16, for
5 minutes.

Mr. HULSHOF, today, for 5 minutes.
Mr. MILLER of Florida, July 15, for 5

minutes.
Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania, today, for 5

minutes.

f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. LEVIN) and to include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. KIND.
Mr. FARR of California.
Mr. MILLER of California.
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Mr. HALL of Ohio.
Mr. PASCRELL.
Mr. BARCIA.
Mr. TOWNS.
Mr. HINOJOSA.
Mr. FAZIO of California.
Mr. LEVIN.
Mr. TRAFICANT.
Ms. LEE.
Mr. SHERMAN.
Ms. NORTON.
Mr. HAMILTON.
Mr. UNDERWOOD.
Mr. VISCLOSKY.
Mr. BLUMENAUER.
Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut.
Mr. CONYERS.
Mr. LAFALCE.
Mr. BAESLER.
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mrs. NORTHUP) and to include
extraneous material:)

Mr. TIAHRT.
Mr. BEREUTER.
Mr. RADANOVICH.
Mr. RILEY.
Mr. DAVIS of Virginia.
Mr. SMITH of Michigan.
Mr. WALSH.
Mr. CUNNINGHAM.
Mr. HORN.
Mr. HYDE.
Mr. HULSHOF.
f

SENATE BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTIONS REFERRED

Bills and concurrent resolutions of
the Senate of the following titles were
taken from the Speaker’s table and,
under the rule, referred as follows:

S. 439. An act to provide for Alaska State
jurisdiction over small hydroelectric
projects, to address voluntary licensing of
hydroelectric projects on fresh waters in the
State of Hawaii, to provide an exemption for
portion of a hydroelectric project located in
the State of New Mexico, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce.

S. 799. An act to direct the Secretary of the
Interior to transfer to the personal rep-
resentative of the estate of Fred Steffens of
Big Horn County, Wyoming, certain land
comprising the Steffens family property; to
the Committee on Resources.

S. 814. An act to direct the Secretary of the
Interior to transfer to John R. and Margaret
J. Lowe of Big Horn County, Wyoming, cer-
tain land so as to correct an error in the pat-
ent issued to their predecessors in interest;
to the Committee on Resources.

S. 846. An act to amend the Federal Power
Act to remove the jurisdiction of the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission to license
projects on fresh waters in the State of Ha-
waii; to the Committee on Commerce.

S. 1976. An act to increase public awareness
of the plight of victims of crime with devel-
opmental disabilities, to collect data to
measure the magnitude of the problem, and
to develop strategies to address the safety
and justice needs of victims of crime with
developmental disabilities; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

S. 2022. An act to provide for the improve-
ment of interstate criminal justice identi-
fication, information, communications, and
forensics; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

S. 2294. An act to facilitate the exchange of
criminal history records for noncriminal jus-

tice purposes, to provide for the decentral-
ized storage of criminal history records, to
amend the National Child Protection Act of
1993 to facilitate the fingerprint checks au-
thorized by that Act, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

S. Con. Res. 30. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the rules
of multilateral economic institutions, in-
cluding the International Monetary Fund
and the International Bank for Reconstruc-
tion and Development, should be amended to
allow membership for the Republic of China
on Taiwan and other qualified economies; to
the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

S. Con. Res. 107. Concurrent resolution af-
firming United States commitments under
the Taiwan Relations Act; to the Committee
on International Relations.

f

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Oversight, reported that that
committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills and a joint resolu-
tion of the House of the following ti-
tles, which were thereupon signed by
the Speaker:

H.R. 651. An act to extend the deadline
under the Federal Power Act for the con-
struction of a hydroelectric project located
in the State of Washington, and for other
purposes.

H.R. 652. An act to extend the deadline
under the Federal Power Act for the con-
struction of a hydroelectric project located
in the State of Washington, and for other
purposes.

H.R. 848. An act to extend the deadline
under the Federal Power Act applicable to
the construction of the AuSable Hydro-
electric Project in New York, and for other
purposes.

H.R. 960. An act to validate certain convey-
ances in the City of Tulare, Tulare County,
California, and for other purposes.

H.R. 1184. An act to extend the deadline
under the Federal Power Act for the con-
struction of the Bear Creek Hydroelectric
Project in the State of Washington, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 1217. An act to extend the deadline
under the Federal Power Act for the con-
struction of a hydroelectric project located
in the State of Washington, and for other
purposes.

H.R. 1635. An act to establish within the
United States National Park Service the Na-
tional Underground Railroad Network to
Freedom program, and for other purposes.

H.R. 2202. An act to amend the Public
Health Service Act to revise and extend the
bone marrow donor program, and for other
purposes.

H.R. 2864. An act to require the Secretary
of Labor to establish a program under which
employers may consult with State officials
respecting compliance with occupational
safety and health requirements.

H.R. 2877. An act to amend the Occupa-
tional Health Act of 1970.

H.R. 3035. An act to establish an advisory
commission to provide advice and rec-
ommendation on the creation of an inte-
grated, coordinated Federal policy designed
to prepare for and respond to serious drought
emergencies.

H.R. 3130. An act to provide for an alter-
native penalty procedure for States that fail
to meet Federal child support data process-
ing requirements, to reform Federal incen-
tive payments for effective child support per-
formance, to provide for a more flexible pen-

alty procedure for States that violate inter-
jurisdictional adoption requirements, and for
other purposes.

H.J. Res. 113. Joint resolution approving
the location of a Martin Luther King, Jr.,
Memorial in the Nation’s Capitol.

f

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED
The SPEAKER announced his signa-

ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of
the following titles:

S. 731. An act to extend the legislative au-
thority for construction of the National
Peace Garden memorial, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 2282. An act to amend the Arms Export
Control Act, and for other purposes.

f

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT
Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee

on House Oversight reported that that
committee did on the following dates
present to the President, for his ap-
proval, bills and a joint resolution of
the House of the following title:

On July 7, 1998:
H.R. 960. An act to validate certain convey-

ances in the City of Tulare, Tulare County,
California, and for other purposes.

On July 8, 1998:
H.R. 652. An act to extend the deadline

under the Federal Power Act for the con-
struction of a hydroelectric project located
in the State of Washington, and for other
purposes.

H.R. 651. An act to extend the deadline
under the Federal Power Act for the con-
struction of a hydroelectric plant located in
the State of Washington, and for other pur-
poses.

H.J. Res. 113. Joint resolution approving
the location of a Martin Luther King, Jr.,
Memorial in the Nation’s Capitol.

H.R. 3130. An act to provide for an alter-
native penalty procedure for States that fail
to meet Federal child support data process-
ing requirements to reform Federal incen-
tive payments for effective child support per-
formance, to provide for a more flexible pen-
alty procedure for States that violate inter-
jurisdictional adoption requirements, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 3035. An act to establish an advisory
commission to provide advice and rec-
ommendations on the creation of an inte-
grated, coordinated Federal policy designed
to prepare for and respond to serious drought
emergencies.

H.R. 2877. An act to amend the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970.

H.R. 2864. An act to require the Secretary
of Labor to establish a program under which
employers may consult with State officials
respecting compliance with occupational
safety and health requirements.

H.R. 2202. An act to amend the Public
Health Service Act to revise and extend the
bone marrow donor program, and for other
purposes.

H.R. 1217. An act to extend the deadline
under the Federal Power Act for the con-
struction of a hydroelectric project located
in the State of Washington, and for other
purposes.

H.R. 1184. An act to extend the deadline
under the Federal Power Act for the con-
struction of the Bear Creek Hydroelectric
Project in the State of Washington, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 848. An act to extend the deadline
under the Federal Power Act applicable to
the construction of the AuSable Hydro-
electric Project in New York, and for other
purposes.
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On July 14, 1998:

H.R. 1316. An act to amend chapter 87 of
title 5, United States Code, with respect to
the order of precedence to be applied in the
payment of life insurance benefits.

H.R. 2646. An act to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow tax-free ex-
penditures from education individual retire-
ment accounts for elementary and secondary
school expenses, to increase the maximum
annual amount of contributions to such ac-
counts, and for other purposes.

H.R. 1635. An act to establish within the
United States National Park Service the Na-
tional Underground Railroad Network to
Freedom Program, and for other purposes.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 7 minutes p.m.)
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Wednesday,
July 15, 1998, at 9 a.m.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

9882. A letter from the Secretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting the annual report on
foreign investment in U.S. agricultural land
through December 31, 1996, pursuant to 7
U.S.C. 3504; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

9883. A letter from the Administrator,
Rural Development, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Electric Engineering, Architectural
Services and Design Policies and Procedures
(RIN: 0572–AA48) received June 25, 1998, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

9884. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting requests
for FY 1999 budget amendments totaling $3.8
million for initiatives that will reduce
crime, enhance public safety, and restore
confidence in the criminal justice system in
the District of Columbia, pursuant to 31
U.S.C. 1106(b); (H. Doc. No. 105—281); to the
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to
be printed.

9885. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Defense
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement;
Direct Award of 8(a) Contracts [DFARS Case
98–D011] received June 17, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Na-
tional Security.

9886. A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting a report on the disposal
of excess and surplus materials, pursuant to
Public Law 105—85; to the Committee on Na-
tional Security.

9887. A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting the semiannual report of
the Inspector General and classified annex
for the period ending March 31, 1998, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section
5(b); to the Committee on National Security.

9888. A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting a report entitled ‘‘Mili-
tary Capabilities of the People’s Republic of
China,’’ pursuant to Public Law 105—85, sec-
tion 1226; to the Committee on National Se-
curity.

9889. A letter from the Deputy Director for
Policy and Programs, Department of the

Treasury, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Notice Inviting Applications to
the Presidential Awards for Excellence in
Microenterprise Development [No. 981–0158]
received June 17, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

9890. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Export Administration, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Defense Priorities and Alloca-
tions System [Docket No. 970827205–8126–02]
(RIN: 0694–AA02) received June 10, 1998, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Financial Services.

9891. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Office of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation entitled ‘‘Thrift Litiga-
tion Funding Act of 1998’’; to the Committee
on Banking and Financial Services.

9892. A letter from the President and
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the United
States, transmitting the FY 1999 revised An-
nual Performance Plan for the Export-Im-
port Bank, pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 635g(a); to
the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

9893. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Sus-
pension of Community Eligibility [Docket
No. FEMA–7688] received June 10, 1998, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Banking and Financial Services.

9894. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Reserve System, transmitting the annual re-
port to Congress outlining observed trends in
the cost and availability of retail banking
services; to the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services.

9895. A letter from the Director, Office of
Thrift Subervision, transmitting the 1997 An-
nual Report to Congress on the Preservation
of Minority Savings Institutions; to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

9896. A letter from the Acting Assistant
General Counsel for Regulations, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Notice of Final Funding
Priorities for Fiscal Years 1998–1999 for Reha-
bilitation Research and Training Centers—
received June 24, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

9897. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Office of Special Education and Rehabilita-
tive Services, Department of Education,
transmitting Notice of Final Funding Prior-
ities for Fiscal Years 1998–1999 for a Rehabili-
tation Research and Training Center, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(B); to the Committee
on Education and the Workforce.

9898. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting a report
entitled ‘‘A Study of Benefits for Head Start
Employees’’; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

9899. A letter from the Clerk, United States
Court of Appeals for the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting an opinion of the United
States Court of Appeals, No. 96–7030—Carole
Kolstad v. American Dental Association; to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force.

9900. A letter from the Director, Minority
Business Development Agency, Department
of Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Revision of the Cost-Share Re-
quirement and Applicability of the Ten
Bonus Points to All Future Solicitations to
Operate Minority Business Development
Centers (MBDC) [Docket No. 980608150–8150–
01] (RIN: 0640–ZA03) received June 15, 1998,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

9901. A letter from the Director, Office of
Rulemaking Coordination, Department of

Energy, transmitting the Department’s final
rule— Performance-Based Contracting [FAR
Subpart 37.6] Performance-Based Contract-
ing [DEAR Section 970.1001] Performance-
Based Incentives [Acquisition Letter 97–08]
Cost Reduction Incentives [Acquisition Let-
ter 97–09] received June 22, 1998, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

9902. A letter from the Director, Office of
Rulemaking Coordination, Department of
Energy, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Personnel Security Activities [DOE O
472.1B} received June 17, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

9903. A letter from the Director, Office of
Rulemaking Coordination, Department of
Energy, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Packaging and Transportation Safety
[DOE O 460.1A] received June 22, 1998, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Commerce.

9904. A letter from the Acting Deputy Gen-
eral Counsel for Energy Policy, Department
of Energy, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Contracting with the Small Busi-
ness Administration [FAR 19.8] Notification
of Competition Limited to Eligible 8(a) Con-
cerns [FAR 52.219–18] Section 8(a) Direct
Award [FAR 52.219–70XX] received June 25,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

9905. A letter from the Director, Office of
Rulemaking Coordination, Department of
Energy, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Advisory Committee Management Pro-
gram—received June 25, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

9906. A letter from the Director, Office Of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—OMB Approval
Numbers Under the Paperwork Reduction
Act [FRL–6111–4] received June 15, 1998, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

9907. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plan; Indi-
ana [IN85–1a; FRL–6115–7] received June 23,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

9908. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Organobromine
Production Wastes; Identification and List-
ing of Hazardous Waste; Land Disposal Re-
strictions: Listing of CERCLA Hazardous
Substances, Reportable Quantities; Final
Rule [FRL—6115–4] (RIN: 2050–AD79) received
June 23, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

9909. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
Ohio [OH103–2; FRL–6116–9] received June 24,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

9910. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Disposal of Pol-
ychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) [OPPTS–
66009C; FRL–5726–1] (RIN: 2070–AC01) received
June 24, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

9911. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, Office of
Policy, Food and Drug Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Beverages: Bottled Water; Correction
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[Docket No. 98N–0294] received June 15, 1998,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

9912. A letter from the Chairman, Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule—Revision of Fee
Schedules; 100% Fee Recovery, FY 1998 (RIN:
3150–AF 83) received June 17, 1998, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

9913. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting a draft of proposed leg-
islation to authorize the activities and nec-
essary appropriations to establish digital
broadcasting capability for public television
and radio stations; to the Committee on
Commerce.

9914. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting an annual
report on Performance Improvement 1998:
Evaluation Activities of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services; to the
Committee on Commerce.

9915. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation entitled ‘‘Medicaid and
Children’s Health Improvement Amendments
of 1998’’; to the Committee on Commerce.

9916. A letter from the Secretary, Securi-
ties And Exchange Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Defini-
tions of ‘‘Small Business’’ or ‘‘Small Organi-
zation’’ Under the Investment Company Act
of 1940, the Investment Advisers Act of 1940,
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, and the
Securities Act of 1933 [Release Nos. 33–7548,
34–40122, IC–23272, and IA–1727; File No.S7–4–
97] (RIN: 3235–AG62; 3235–AH01) received June
25,1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

9917. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting a
copy of Presidential Determination No. 94–
50: directed the provision of defense articles
from the stocks of the Department of De-
fense, defense services of the Department of
Defense, and military education and training
to the countries participating in the multi-
national coalition to restore democracy to
Haiti, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2318(a)(1); to the
Committee on International Relations.

9918. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
the Department of the Navy’s proposed lease
of defense articles to Spain (Transmittal No.
12–98), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2796a(a); to the
Committee on International Relations.

9919. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
the Department of the Navy’s proposed lease
of defense articles to Turkey (Transmittal
No. 13–98), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2796a(a); to
the Committee on International Relations.

9920. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit-
ting notification concerning the Department
of the Air Force’s Proposed Letter(s) of Offer
and Acceptance (LOA) to Japan for defense
articles and services (Transmittal No. 98–41),
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Commit-
tee on International Relations.

9921. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit-
ting notification concerning the Department
of the Navy’s Proposed Letter(s) of Offer and
Acceptance (LOA) to Japan for defense arti-
cles and services (Transmittal No. 98–46),
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Commit-
tee on International Relations.

9922. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit-
ting notification concerning the Department
of the Air Force’s Proposed Letter(s) of Offer
and Acceptance (LOA) to Spain for defense
articles and services (Transmittal No. 98–48),
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Commit-
tee on International Relations.

9923. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,

transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold under a contract to the
Government of the State of Kuwait (Trans-
mittal No. RSAT–2–98), pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2776(d); to the Committee on International
Relations.

9924. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State for Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting certification of a pro-
posed license for the export of defense arti-
cles or defense services sold under a contract
to Germany, NATO, Sweden, Switzerland
(Transmittal No. DTC–84–98), pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

9925. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold under a contract to Tur-
key (Transmittal No. DTC–72–98), pursuant
to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on
International Relations.

9926. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold under a contract to Ger-
many (Transmittal No. DTC–73–98), pursuant
to 22 U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Committee on
International Relations.

9927. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold under a contract to Spain
(Transmittal No. DTC–80–98), pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

9928. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold under a contract to Japan
(Transmittal No. DTC–75–98), pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

9929. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a copy of Presidential Deter-
mination No. 98–24: Authorized the use of the
Emergency Refugee and Migration Assist-
ance Fund to meet the urgent and unex-
pected needs of refugees, victims of conflict,
and other persons at risk in Africa and
Southeast Asia, pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2601(c)(3); to the Committee on International
Relations.

9930. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a report on proliferation of
missiles and essential components of nu-
clear, biological, and chemical weapons, pur-
suant to 22 U.S.C. 2751 nt.; to the Committee
on International Relations.

9931. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the annual report on author-
ized U.S. commercial exports, military as-
sistance and foreign military sales and mili-
tary imports for fiscal year 1997, pursuant to
Public Law 104—106, section 1324(c) (110 Stat.
481); to the Committee on International Re-
lations.

9932. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a report
on arms control treaty compliance by the
successor states to the Soviet Union and
other nations that are parties to arms con-
trol agreements with the United States, as
well as by the United States itself, pursuant
to 22 U.S.C. 2592; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

9933. A letter from the Director, Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency, transmitting
the Agency’s classified Executive Summary
and Annexes to the U.S. Arms Control and

Disarmament Agency’s (ACDA) 1997 Annual
Report, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2590; to the
Committee on International Relations.

9934. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Passport Procedures—Amendment to Re-
striction of Passports Regulation [Public No-
tice 2712] received June 25, 1998, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
International Relations.

9935. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting the report
on the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces
in Europe (CFE) Treaty Designated Perma-
nent Storage Sites; to the Committee on
International Relations.

9936. A letter from the Mayor, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–357, ‘‘Fiscal Year 1999
Budget Request Act’’ received June 19, 1998,
pursuant to D.C. Code section 1—233(c)(1); to
the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

9937. A letter from the Deputy Executive
Director, Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—Commission Records and Infor-
mation [17 CFR Part 145] received June 19,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

9938. A letter from the Regulations Coordi-
nator, Department of Health and Human
Services, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Block Grant Programs: Imple-
mentation of OMB Circular A–133 (RIN: 0991–
AA92) received June 11, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight.

9939. A letter from the Administrator, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the determination that will allow the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to
place a contract with the National Academy
of Public Administration; to the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight.

9940. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Federal Ac-
quisition Circular 97–05; Introduction [48
CFR Chapter 1] received June 17, 1998, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight.

9941. A letter from the Clerk of the House
of Representatives, transmitting the annual
compilation of personal financial disclosure
statements and amendments thereto filed
with the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 703(d)(1) and Rule
XLIV, clause 1, of the House Rules; (H. Doc.
No. 105—280); to the Committee on House
Oversight and ordered to be printed.

9942. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule— Dean John A. Knauss
Marine Policy Fellowship National Sea
Grant College Federal Fellows Program,
[Docket No. 980427106–8106–01] (RIN: 0648–
ZA42) received June 17, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

9943. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Fisheries off
West Coast States and in the Western Pa-
cific; West Coast Salmon Fisheries; Closures
and Reopenings From the U.S.—Canada Bor-
der To Cape Falcon, Oregon [Docket No.
980429110–8110–01 I.D. 060298B] received June
24, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

9944. A letter from the Acting Deputy As-
sistant Administrator for Ocean Services and
Coastal Zone Management, National Oceanic
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and Atmospheric Administration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s final rule—Coastal
Services Center Coastal Change Analysis
Program [Docket No. 980429111–8111–01] (RIN:
0648–ZA43) received June 22, 1998, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

9945. A letter from the Executive Director,
The Presidio Trust, transmitting the Trust’s
final rule—Interim Management of the Pre-
sidio (RIN: 3212–AA00) received June 25, 1998,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

9946. A letter from the Director, Executive
Office for Immigration Review, Department
of Justice, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Adjustment of Status to That of
Person Admitted for Permanent Residence
[EOIR No. 119I; A.G. ORDER No. 2117–97]
(RIN: 1125–AA20) received June 15, 1998, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

9947. A letter from the Secretary, Federal
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s Twentieth Annual Report to Con-
gress pursuant to section 7A of the Clayton
Act, pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 18a(j); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

9948. A letter from the Clerk, United States
Court of Appeals for the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting an opinion of the United
States Court of Appeals, No. 96–5343—Auc-
tion Company of America v. Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation, as Manager of the
FSLIC Resolution Trust Fund; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

9949. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Department’s
1997 annual report on the recommendations
received from the National Transportation
Board regarding transportation safety, pur-
suant to 49 U.S.C. app. 1906(b); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

9950. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Procurement, National
Aeronautics and Space Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Miscellaneous Revisions to the NASA
FAR Supplement [48 CFR Parts 1807, 1816,
1817, 1827, 1832, 1837, 1842, 1845, and 1852] re-
ceived June 11, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Science.

9951. A letter from the Deputy General
Counsel, Small Business Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Disaster Loan Program [13 CFR Part
123] received June 15, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Small Business.

9952. A letter from the Deputy General
Counsel, Small Business Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Rules of NCUA Board Procedure; Pro-
mulgation of NCUA Rules and Regulations;
Public Observation of NCUA Board Meetings
[12 CFR Part 791] received June 16, 1998, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Small Business.

9953. A letter from the Clerk of the House
of Representatives, transmitting the annual
compilation of personal financial disclosure
statements and amendments thereto filed
with the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 703(d)(1) and Rule
XLIV, clause 1, of the House Rules; (H. Doc.
No. 105—280); to the Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct and ordered to be printed.

9954. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, Department of
Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule— Criteria for Approving
Flight Courses for Educational Assistance
Programs (RIN: 2900–AI76) received June 17,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

9955. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, Department of

Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule— Veterans’ Education: Ef-
fective Date for Awards of Educational As-
sistance to Veterans Who Were Voluntarily
Discharged (RIN: 2900–AI88) received June 17,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

9956. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Policy and Planning, Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, transmitting the Annual Re-
port of the Secretary of Veterans Affairs for
Fiscal Year 1997, pursuant to 38 U.S.C. 214,
221(c), and 664; to the Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs.

9957. A letter from the Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend title 38, United States
Code, to authorize a cost-of-living adjust-
ment in the rates of disability compensation
for veterans with service-connected disabil-
ities and dependency and indemnity com-
pensation for survivors of such veterans, to
authorize payment of these benefits at full
rates for certain Filipinos who reside in the
United States, to establish a reserve to fully
fund ‘‘H’’ policy holders under the National
Service Life Insurance program, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs.

9958. A letter from the Executive Assist-
ant, Legislative Affairs, Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco and Firearms, transmitting a copy
of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Fire-
arms (ATF) Fiscal Year 1997 Annual Report;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

9959. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to authorize an
increase in certain user fees to recover costs
incurred for the modernization of automated
commercial operations by the United States
Customs Service; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

9960. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Export Administration, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Effect of Imported Articles on the
National Security [Docket No. 980508121–
8121–01] (RIN: 0694–AB58) received June 10,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

9961. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Examination of re-
turns and claims for refund, credit, or abate-
ment; determination of correct tax liability
[Rev. Proc. 98–38] received June 25, 1998, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

9962. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—EIC Eligibility Re-
quirements (RIN: 1545–AV62) received June
25, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

9963. A letter from the Director, Central
Intelligence Agency and Director, Federal
Bureau of Investigation, Central Intelligence
Agency, transmitting a unclassified report
to Congress on the Intelligence Activities of
the People’s Republic of China; to the Com-
mittee on Intelligence (Permanent Select).

9964. A letter from the Secretary of En-
ergy, transmitting the semi-annual report
regarding programs for the protection, con-
trol, and accountability of fissile materials
in the countries of the former Soviet Union,
pursuant to Public Law 104—106, section
3131(b) (110 Stat. 617); jointly to the Commit-
tees on National Security and International
Relations.

9965. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting the re-
sults of the Demonstration Program for Di-
rect Billing of Medicare, Medicaid, and other
Third-Party Payors, pursuant to 25 U.S.C.
1671; jointly to the Committees on Commerce
and Resources.

9966. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting Rec-
ommendations for health, safety, and equip-
ment standards for boxers, pursuant to 15
U.S.C. 6311; jointly to the Committees on
Commerce and Education and the Workforce.

9967. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Department’s
annual report titled ‘‘Importing Noncomply-
ing Motor Vehicles’’ for calendar year 1997;
jointly to the Committees on Commerce and
Ways and Means.

9968. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a copy of the Presidential De-
termination No. 98–31 providing a supple-
mentary contribution to the Korean Penin-
sula Energy Development Organization;
jointly to the Committees on International
Relations and Appropriations.

9969. A letter from the The Board, Railroad
Retirement Board, transmitting a report on
the actuarial status of the railroad retire-
ment system, including any recommenda-
tions for financing changes for a 25-year pe-
riod, 1998–2022; jointly to the Committees on
Transportation and Infrastructure and Ways
and Means.

9970. A letter from the Regulations Coordi-
nator, Department of Health and Human
Services, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Medicare and Medicaid Programs:
Effective Dates of Provider Agreements and
Supplier Approvals [HSQ–139–F] (RIN: 0938–
AC88) received June 15, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the Committees
on Ways and Means and Commerce.

9971. A letter from the Regulations Coordi-
nator, Department of Health and Human
Services, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Medicare and Medicaid; Resident
Assessment in Long Term Care Facilities
[HCFA–2180–F] (RIN: 0938–AE61) received
June 15, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the Committees on
Ways and Means and Commerce.

9972. A letter from the Regulations Coordi-
nator, Department of Health And Human
Services, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—MedicareChoice Program; Collec-
tion of User Fees From MedicareChoice
Plans and Risk-Sharing Contractors [HCFA–
1911–IFC] (RIN: 0938–AI35) received June 15,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); jointly
to the Committees on Ways and Means and
Commerce.

9973. A letter from the Railroad Retire-
ment Board, transmitting the 1998 annual re-
port on the financial status of the railroad
unemployment insurance system, pursuant
to 45 U.S.C. 369; jointly to the Committees
on Ways and Means and Transportation and
Infrastructure.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

[Omitted from the Record of June 25, 1998]
Mr. LEACH: Committee on Banking and

Financial Services. H.R. 1756. A bill to
amend chapter 53 of title 31, United States
Code, to require the development and imple-
mentation by the Secretary of the Treasury
of a national money laundering and related
financial crimes strategy to combat money
laundering and related financial crimes, and
for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. 105–608 Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed.
[The following action occurred on July 8, 1998]
Mr. REGULA: Committee on Appropria-

tions. H.R. 4193. A bill making appropria-
tions for the Department of the Interior and
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related agencies for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1999, and for other purposes
(Rept. 105–609). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. LEWIS of California: Committee on
Appropriations. H.R. 4194. A bill making ap-
propriations for the Departments of Veter-
ans Affairs and Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and for sundry, independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and of-
fices for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1999, and for other purposes (Rept. 105–610).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. LEACH: Committee on Banking and
Financial Services. H.R. 4005. A bill to
amend title 31 of the United States Code to
improve methods for preventing financial
crimes, and for other purposes; with an
amendment (Rept. 105–611 Pt. 1). Ordered to
be printed.

[Submitted July 14, 1998]
Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce.

H.R. 872. A bill to establish rules governing
product liability actions against raw mate-
rials and bulk component suppliers to medi-
cal device manufacturers, and for other pur-
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 105–549 Pt.
2). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 1728. A bill to provide for the
development of a plan and a management re-
view of the National Park System and to re-
form the process by which areas are consid-
ered for addition to the National Park Sys-
tem, and for other purposes; with an amend-
ment (Rept. 105–612). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 3460. A bill to approve a govern-
ing international fishery agreement between
the United States and the Republic of Lat-
via, and for other purposes; with an amend-
ment (Rept. 105–613). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 2379. A bill to
designate the Federal building and United
States courthouse located at 251 North Main
Street in Winston-Salem, North Carolina, as
the ‘‘Hiram H. Ward Federal Building and
United States Courthouse’’ (Rept. 105–614).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 2787. A bill to
designate the United States courthouse lo-
cated in New Haven, Connecticut, as the
‘‘Richard C. Lee United States Courthouse’’;
with amendments (Rept. 105–615). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 3223. A bill to
designate the Federal building located at 300
East 8th Street in Austin, Texas, as the ‘‘J.J.
‘Jake’ Pickle Federal Building’’ (Rept. 105–
616). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 3696. A bill to
designate the Federal Courthouse located at
316 North 26th Street in Billings, Montana,
as the ‘‘James F. Battin Federal Court-
house’’; with amendment (Rept. 105–617). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 3982. A bill to
designate the Federal building located at 310
New Bern Avenue in Raleigh, North Caro-
lina, as the ‘‘Terry Sanford Federal Build-
ing’’; with an amendment (Rept. 105–618). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. S. 1800. An act to
designate the Federal building and United
States courthouse located at 85 Marconi

Boulevard in Columbus, Ohio, as the ‘‘Joseph
P. Kinneary United States Courthouse’’
(Rept. 105–619). Referred to the House Cal-
endar.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER: Committee on
Science. H.R. 2544. A bill to improve the abil-
ity of Federal agencies to license federally
owned inventions; with an amendment (Rept.
105–620, Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. GOSS: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 498. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 4104) making ap-
propriations for the Treasury Department,
the United States Postal Service, the Execu-
tive Office of the President, and certain
Independent Agencies, for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1999, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 105–622). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mrs. MYRICK: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 499. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3682) to amend
title 18, United States Code, to prohibit tak-
ing minors across State lines to avoid laws
requiring the involvement of parents in abor-
tion decisions (Rept. 105–623). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. DREIER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 500. Resolution providing for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3267) to direct
the Secretary of the Interior, acting through
the Bureau of Reclamation, to conduct a fea-
sibility study and construct a project to re-
claim the Salton Sea (Rept. 105–624). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. BURTON: Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight. H.R. 3249. A bill to
provide for the rectification of certain re-
tirement coverage errors affecting Federal
employees, and for other purposes; with an
amendment (Rept. 105–625 Pt. 1). Ordered to
be printed.

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the
Committee on the Judiciary discharged
from further consideration. H.R. 2544
referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure discharged from further
consideration. H.R. 3267 referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.
f

REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY
REFERRED

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and re-
ports were delivered to the Clerk for
printing, and bills referred as follows:
[The following action occurred on July 8, 1998]

Mr. LEACH: Committee on Banking and
Financial Services. H.R. 4005. A bill to
amend title 31 of the United States Code to
improve methods for preventing financial
crimes, and for other purposes; with an
amendment; referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary for a period ending not later
than July 31, 1998, for consideration of such
provisions of the bill and amendment rec-
ommended by the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services as fall within the ju-
risdiction of that committee pursuant to
clause 1(c), rule X.

[Submitted July 14, 1998]

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 3267. A bill to direct the Sec-
retary of the Interior, acting through the
Bureau of Reclamation, to conduct a fea-
sibility study and construct a project to re-
claim the Salton Sea; with an amendment;
referred to the Committee on Transportation
for a period ending not later than July 14,

1998, for consideration of such provisions of
the bill and amendment as fall within the ju-
risdiction of that committee pursuant to
clause 1(q), rule X (Rept 105–621, Pt. 1).

f

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol-
lowing action was taken by the Speak-
er:

[Omitted from the Record of June 25, 1998]
H.R. 1756. Referral to the Committee on

the Judiciary extended for a period ending
not later than July 31, 1998.
[The following action occurred on July 8, 1998]
H.R. 4005. Referral to the Committees on

the Judiciary and Ways and Means extended
for a period ending not later than July 31,
1998.

[Submitted July 14, 1998]
H.R. 2544. Referral to the Committee on

the Judiciary extended for a period ending
not later than July 14, 1998.

H.R. 3249. Referral to the Committee on
Ways and Means extended for a period ending
not later than July 15, 1998.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of Rule X and clause 4
of Rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. SMITH of Oregon (for himself,
Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. COMBEST, Mr.
STENHOLM, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. BAR-
RETT of Nebraska, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr.
EWING, Mr. POMBO, Mr. POMEROY, Mr.
LUCAS of Oklahoma, Mr. HOLDEN,
Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. JOHN, Mr. MORAN
of Kansas, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. BOB
SCHAFFER, Mr. THUNE, Mr. MINGE,
Mrs. CHENOWETH, and Mr. HAMILTON):

H.R. 4195. A bill to amend the Arms Export
Control Act, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on International Relations.

By Mr. BARR of Georgia:
H.R. 4196. A bill to restore the division of

governmental responsibilities between the
national government and the States that
was intended by the Framers of the Con-
stitution, by requiring all Federal depart-
ments and agencies to comply with former
Executive Order 12612; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. BARR of Georgia:
H.R. 4197. A bill to repeal section 656 of the

Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant
Responsibility Act of 1996, to prohibit Fed-
eral agencies from construing Federal law as
authorizing the establishment of a national
identification card, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight.

By Mr. WELLER (for himself and Mr.
FOX of Pennsylvania):

H.R. 4198. A bill to require a parent who is
delinquent in child support to include his un-
paid obligation in gross income, and to allow
custodial parents a bad debt deduction for
unpaid child support payments; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania:
H.R. 4199. A bill to authorize the Secretary

of the Treasury to mint and issue coins in
commemoration of Laurie Beechman and her
battle against ovarian cancer; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

By Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania:
H.R. 4200. A bill to authorize additional ap-

propriations for the National Cancer Insti-
tute to provide to the public information and
education on ovarian cancer; to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.
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By Mr. DAVIS of Virginia:

H.R. 4201. A bill to provide that the provi-
sions of subchapter III of chapter 83 and
chapter 84 of title 5, United States Code, that
apply with respect to law enforcement offi-
cers be made applicable with respect to As-
sistant United States Attorneys; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Over-
sight.

By Mr. ENSIGN:
H.R. 4202. A bill to amend title XXVII of

the Public Health Service Act to establish
certain standards with respect to health
plans; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. GREENWOOD (for himself, Mr.
BOUCHER, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr.
COSTELLO, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. FROST,
and Mr. ROTHman):

H.R. 4203. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for the expan-
sion, intensification, and coordination of the
activities of the National Institutes of
Health with respect to research on autism;
to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. LATHAM:
H.R. 4204. A bill to amend the Controlled

Substances Act to provide civil liability for
illegal manufacturers and distributors of
controlled substances for the harm caused by
the use of those controlled substances; to the
Committee on Commerce, and in addition to
the Committee on the Judiciary, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. MCKINNEY (for herself, Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia, and Mr. BISHOP):

H.R. 4205. A bill to designate the United
States Post Office located at 520 West Ponce
De Leon Avenue in Decatur, Georgia, as the
‘‘Margie Pitts Hames Post Office’’; to the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

By Mr. MCNULTY (for himself, Mr.
MILLER of California, Mrs. MALONEY
of New York, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. CLY-
BURN, Mr. BISHOP, Mrs. MEEK of Flor-
ida, Mr. NADLER, Mr. ABERCROMBIE,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO,
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BROWN of Califor-
nia, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. SANDERS, Ms.
KILPATRICK, Mr. GILMAN, Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON
of Texas, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. MEEKS
of New York, Mr. PASCRELL, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Ms. PELOSI,
Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. NEAL
of Massachusetts, Mr. DICKS, Mr.
GEJDENSON, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
BALDACCI, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,
Mr. WYNN, Mrs. KENNELLY of Con-
necticut, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New
York, Mr. JACKSON, Ms. DELAURO,
Mr. FROST, Mr. FILNER, Mr. MCHUGH,
and Ms. STABENOW):

H.R. 4206. A bill to establish the Kate
Mullany National Historic Site in the State
of New York, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Resources.

By Mr. METCALF:
H.R. 4207. A bill to direct the Secretary of

Transportation to convey the Mukilteo
Light Station to the City of Mukilteo, Wash-
ington; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

By Ms. NORTON:
H.R. 4208. A bill to provide for full voting

representation in the Congress for the Dis-
trict of Columbia; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. PALLONE:
H.R. 4209. A bill to amend the Arms Export

Control Act, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on International Relations, and
in addition to the Committees on Banking
and Financial Services, and the Budget, for a

period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. REDMOND:
H.R. 4210. A bill to address the simulta-

neous decline of forest health of National
Forest System lands in the state of New
Mexico and rural community economies and
to prevent and protect such lands from cata-
strophic fires, consistent with the require-
ments of existing public land management
and environmental laws; to the Committee
on Agriculture, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Resources, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. RILEY (for himself and Mr.
HILLIARD):

H.R. 4211. A bill to establish the Tuskegee
Airmen National Historic Site, in associa-
tion with the Tuskegee University, in the
State of Alabama, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. SCOTT (for himself, Mr. SISI-
SKY, and Mr. PICKETT):

H.R. 4212. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to give top performing en-
terprise communities priority for designa-
tion as the empowerment zones authorized
by the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SOLOMON (for himself and Mr.
MENENDEZ):

H.R. 4213. A bill to amend the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934 to provide for an an-
nual limit on the amount of certain fees
which may be collected by the Securities and
Exchange Commission; to the Committee on
Commerce.

By Mr. STARK (for himself, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. BERRY, Mr.
BROWN of Ohio, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. FIL-
NER, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. FROST, and
Mr. MCDERMOTT):

H.R. 4214. A bill to amend part C of title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to prohibit
the use of ‘‘cold-call’’ marketing of Medi-
careChoice plans; to the Committee on Ways
and Means, and in addition to the Committee
on Commerce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. WHITFIELD (for himself and
Mr. STRICKLAND):

H.R. 4215. A bill to require the Secretary of
Energy to submit to Congress a plan to en-
sure that all amounts accrued on the books
of the United States Enrichment Corpora-
tion for the disposition of depleted uranium
hexafluoride will be used to treat and recycle
depleted uranium hexafluoride; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, and in addition to the
Committee on the Budget, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

f

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori-
als were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

357. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Senate of the State of Colorado, rel-
ative to Senate Joint Resolution No. 98–31
urging Congress to pass the Medicaid Com-
munity Attendant Services Act of 1997; to
the Committee on Commerce.

358. Also, a memorial of the General As-
sembly of the State of New Jersey, relative

to Assembly Resolution No. 85 memorializ-
ing the Secretary of the United States De-
partment of Health and Human Services is
respectfully requested to reconsider these
proposed regulations and to continue to
allow for the regional sharing of organs
based upon a well-regulated and uniform list
of potential recipients; to the Committee on
Commerce.

359. Also, a memorial of the General As-
sembly of the State of Colorado, relative to
Senate Joint Resolution 98–023 urging the
President of the United States not to sign
the Kyoto Protocol, we strongly urge the
United States Senate not to ratify the trea-
ty; to the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

360. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Pennsylvania, relative to Senate
Resolution No. 134 memorializing the Presi-
dent of the United States not to sign the
Kyoto Protocol; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

361. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Pennsylvania, relative to Senate
Resolution No. 218 urging the Congress of the
United States to consider and pass S. 1284,
H.R. 3188 or H.R. 2313, each of which would
prohibit future memorials in the area de-
sired by the Air Force; to the Committee on
Resources.

362. Also, a memorial of the General As-
sembly of the Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania, relative to Senate Resolution No. 113
memorializing Congress to enact legislation
prohibiting sports agents from influencing
college athletes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

363. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Pennsylvania, relative to Senate
Resolution No. 183 urging the President of
the United States and Congress to provide
the Commission with funding in an amount
equal to what is owed for the Federal Gov-
ernment’s share of the Commission’s operat-
ing budgets for Fiscal Years 1996, 1997, 1998
and 1999; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

364. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Pennsylvania, relative to Senate
Resolution 216 urging the President of the
United States and Congress to provide the
Commission with funding in an amount
equal to what is owed for the Federal Gov-
ernment’s share of the Commission’s operat-
ing budgets for fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998
and 1999; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

365. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Oklahoma, rel-
ative to House Resolution No. 1066 memori-
alizing the United States Congress to take
action to ensure the freedom of religion in
public places as guaranteed by the United
States Constitution; and directing distribu-
tion; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

366. Also, a memorial of the General As-
sembly of the State of California, relative to
Assembly Joint Resolution No. 61 memori-
alizing the Commissioner of the Immigration
and Naturalization Service, the President,
and the Congress of the United States to en-
sure that available resources are directed,
and any additional funds as needed are ap-
propriated, in order to eliminate, within 10
months, the current backlog in naturaliza-
tion applications; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

367. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Louisiana, relative to House
Concurrent Resolution No. 30 memorializing
the United States Congress to take such ac-
tions as are necessary to amend the Highway
Beautification Act of 1965 to revise provi-
sions relating to the lighting requirements
of outdoor advertising signs, displays, and
devices in areas adjacent to the Interstate
System and the Federal-Aid primary system;
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.
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368. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of

the State of Louisiana, relative to House
Concurrent Resolution No. 30 memorializing
the United States Congress to take such ac-
tions as are necessary to amend the Highway
Beautification Act of 1965 to revise provi-
sions relating to the lighting requirements
of outdoor advertising signs, displays, and
devices in areas adjacent to the Interstate
System and the Federal-Aid primary system;
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

369. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Colorado, relative to Senate Joint
Resolution 98–005 memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress to enact Legislation
To Rename the Washington National Airport
As The ‘‘Ronald Reagan Washington Na-
tional Airport’’; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

370. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, relative to House Resolution No.
482 memorializing the President and Con-
gress of the United States to revise the re-
quirement that applicants for hunting and
fishing licenses provide their Social Security
numbers; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

371. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, relative to House Resolution No.
352 memorializing the Congress of the United
States to create job and housing opportuni-
ties by supporting legislation to increase the
private activity bond cap and low-income
housing tax credit allocation; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

372. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Alaska, relative to Senate Resolu-
tion 1 memorializing its gratititude to the
members of the Swiss government and bank-
ing officials who have cooperated thus far in
allowing investigations to be carried out be-
cause, without their assistance, these inves-
tigations would not be possible and none of
the assets in question would be recoverable
by their rightful owners or their heirs; joint-
ly to the Committees on International Rela-
tions and Banking and Financial Services.

373. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Tennessee, rel-
ative to House Joint Resolution No. 525 me-
morializing each member of the U.S. Con-
gress from Tennessee to utilize the full
measure of his or her influence to effect the
enactment of the Medicare Venipuncture
Fairness Act; jointly to the Committees on
Ways and Means and Commerce.

f

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII,
Mr. HUNTER introduced A bill (H.R. 4216)

to authorize the Secretary of Transportation
to issue a certificate of documentation with
appropriate endorsement for employment in
the coastwise trade for a barge; which was
referred to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 40: Mr. MEEKS of New York and Ms.
LEE.

H.R. 306: Ms. LEE.
H.R. 532: Mr. BLAGOJEVICH.
H.R. 536: Ms. LEE, Ms. NORTON, and Ms.

WATERS.
H.R. 538: Ms. LEE.
H.R. 594: Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. SHERMAN, and

Mr. ENGEL.

H.R. 611: Mr. SALMON, Mr. BOEHLERT, and
Mrs. CAPPS.

H.R. 612: Mr. CHABOT.
H.R. 614: Mr. PAPPAS and Mr. ROYCE.
H.R. 866: Mr. PAPPAS.
H.R. 970: Mrs. BONO.
H.R. 979: Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mrs. MALONEY

of New York, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania,
Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. MINGE,
and Mr. BONILLA.

H.R. 1061: Mr. ACKERMAN.
H.R. 1126: Mr. SCOTT, Mr. BARCIA of Michi-

gan, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. BURTON
of Indiana, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr.
YOUNG of Florida, Mr. COLLINS, Mr. LAHOOD,
Mr. PETRI, and Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 1132: Mr. LUTHER.
H.R. 1166: Mr. COSTELLO.
H.R. 1176: Mr. DELAHUNT, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms.

LOFGREN, and Mr. ENGEL.
H.R. 1319: Mr. BACHUS, and Mr. PAPPAS.
H.R. 1375: Mr. BERRY.
H.R. 1382: Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. DELAHUNT,

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, and Mr. KENNEDY of
Rhode Island.

H.R. 1401: Mr. BROWN of Ohio.
H.R. 1425: Mr. RUSH.
H.R. 1438: Mr. BLUMENAUER.
H.R. 1450: Mr. MASCARA and Mr. TRAFI-

CANT.
H.R. 1453: Mr. BROWN of California.
H.R. 1592: Mr. OLVER.
H.R. 1608: Mr. CRAMER.
H.R. 1712: Mr. PETRI.
H.R. 1788: Ms. LEE.
H.R. 1883: Mr. KUCINICH.
H.R. 1951: Mr. BENTSEN.
H.R. 2174: Mr. FORD and Mr. MEEKS of New

York.
H.R. 2224: Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington.
H.R. 2454: Ms. KILPATRICK.
H.R. 2457: Ms. KILPATRICK.
H.R. 2504: Mr. MASCARA and Mr. BOEHLERT.
H.R. 2509: Mr. MOLLOHAN and Mr. WEXLER.
H.R. 2524: Mrs. LOWEY.
H.R. 2545: Mr. MARTINEZ.
H.R. 2547: Mr. JACKSON.
H.R. 2549: Ms. MCKINNEY.
H.R. 2667: Mr. BACHUS.
H.R. 2681: Mr. WAXMAN.
H.R. 2693: Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. CHRISTIAN-

GREEN, Mr. MASCARA, and Mr. KILDEE.
H.R. 2695: Ms. LEE.
H.R. 2704: Mr. CUMMINGS and Mr. KILDEE.
H.R. 2708: Mr. CRAMER, Mr. POMEROY, Mr.

DAVIS of Florida, Mr. TANNER, Mr. BOEHNER,
Mr. SANFORD, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. MORAN of
Virginia, Mr. FAZIO of California, and Mr.
PETERSON of Minnesota.

H.R. 2733: Mr. ALLEN, Mr. FOLEY, Mrs.
LINDA SMITH of Washington, Mr. MALONEY of
Connecticut, Mr. GOSS, Mr. PARKER, Mr.
OBEY, Mr. POMEROY, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. KOLBE,
Mr. WEXLER, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. BATEMAN,
and Mr. BERMAN.

H.R. 2748: Mr. THUNE.
H.R. 2754: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin and

Ms. LEE.
H.R. 2760: Ms. SANCHEZ.
H.R. 2769: Mr. SHERMAN.
H.R. 2868: Mr. COOK.
H.R. 2900: Mr. LANTOS and Mr. KENNEDY of

Rhode Island.
H.R. 2908: Mr. GOODLING, Mr. HOLDEN, and

Mr. DUNCAN.
H.R. 2912: Ms. CARSON and Mr. HOLDEN.
H.R. 2921: Mr. DEUTSCH.
H.R. 2923: Mr. PALLONE, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.

DIXON, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, and Mr.
ADAM SMITH of Washington.

H.R. 2942: Mr. BONILLA and Mr. THOMPSON.
H.R. 2953: Mr. BOEHLERT.
H.R. 2955: Mr. BALDACCI and Mr. LEWIS of

Georgia.
H.R. 2982: Mr. FROST, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.

ROMERO-BARCELO, and Mr. ENGLE.
H.R. 2990: Mr. HORN, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr.

MCINTOSH, Mr. MCHALE, Mr. BATEMAN, Ms.

DELAURO, Mr. PICKERING, Mr. PEASE, and Mr.
BONILLA.

H.R. 3043: Mr. DEUTSCH.
H.R. 3048: Mr. STOKES.
H.R. 3081: Mr. RAHALL, Ms. MCCARTHY of

Missouri, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. MAR-
TINEZ, Mr. SANDLIN, and Mr. DIXON.

H.R. 3086: Mr. MCGOVERN.
H.R. 3131: Mr. HOLSHOF and Mr. CAMPBELL.
H.R. 3134: Mr. FATTAH.
H.R. 3140: Ms. RIVERS.
H.R. 3161: Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr. PORTER.
H.R. 3166: Mr. CALVERT.
H.R. 3181: Ms. NORTON.
H.R. 3215: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina and

Mrs. LOWEY.
H.R. 3217: Mr. LIVINGSTON.
H.R. 3240: Ms. KILPATRICK and Mr. WYNN.
H.R. 3249: Mrs. LOWEY.
H.R. 3259: Mr. TORRES, Mr. LAMPSON, Ms.

CARSON, and Mr. BLUMENAUER.
H.R. 3262: Mr. BONIOR.
H.R. 3300: Ms. KILPATRICK.
H.R. 3435: Ms. MCKINNEY and Mr. ROEMER.
H.R. 3503: Ms. STABENOW, Mr. MOLLOHAN,

and Mr. BISHOP.
H.R. 3514: Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri, Ms.

MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms.
COSTELLO, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. QUINN, and Ms.
RIVERS.

H.R. 3523: Mr. RADANOVICH, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr.
HILLEARY, and Mr. PICKETT.

H.R. 3531: Ms. LEE.
H.R. 3553: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Ms.

BROWN of Florida, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr.
RUSH.

H.R. 3561: Mr. BLAGOJEVICH.
H.R. 3563: Mrs. MALONEY of New York.
H.R. 3567: Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. RILEY, Mr.

SAWYER, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. PAYNE, Ms.
NORTON, and Mr. CAMP.

H.R. 3570: Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. MARTINEZ, and
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.

H.R. 3583: Mr. SOLOMON.
H.R. 3624: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD and Mr.

DAVIS of Illinois.
H.R. 3636: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. THOMPSON,

Mr. COYNE, Ms. LEE, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois,
Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. HORN, Mrs. CAPPS, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. SHERMAN, Ms.
BROWN of Florida, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. WOLF,
Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mr. HINCHEY,
Mr. DICKS, Mr. ENGEL, and Mr. UNDERWOOD.

H.R. 3637: Mr. MARTINEZ.
H.R. 3648: Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky.
H.R. 3651: Ms. CARSON and Mr. PAYNE.
H.R. 3659: Mr. GOODLING, Mr. DICKEY, and

Mr. BOEHLERT.
H.R. 3684: Mr. OXLEY and Mr. CAMP.
H.R. 3698: Ms. WOOLSEY.
H.R. 3724: Mr. VISCLOSKY.
H.R. 3731: Mr. HOBSON, Mrs. WILSON, Mr.

PARKER, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. BAR-
CIA of Michigan, Mr. GOSS, Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER, Ms. RIVERS, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr.
BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. EHLERS, Mr.
FOLEY, Mr. DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. SAXTON,
Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. TANNER, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr.
WALSH, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr.
ETHERIDGE, Mr. MANTON, and Mr. COOK.

H.R. 3767: Mr. SANFORD.
H.R. 3790: Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr.

ABERCROMBIE, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BALDACCI,
Mr. BISHOP, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr.
CAMPBDLL, Mr. COOK, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. DICKS, Mr. DOO-
LITTLE, Mr. DREIER, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. FAZIO
of California, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. FORD, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. FRELING-
HUYSEN, Mr. FROST, Mr. GEJDENSON, Ms.
GRANGER, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. GUTIERREZ,
Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. HORN,
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.
KENNEDY of Massachusetts, Mr. KENNEDY of
Rhode Island, Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut,
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Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. LAN-
TOS, Ms. LEE, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. MCGOVERN,
Mr. MCINNIS, Mrs. MALONEY of New York,
Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr. MANZULLO,
Mr. MARKEY, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr.
MICA, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mrs.
MYRICK, Mr. NADLER, Mr. NEAL of Massachu-
setts, Mr. NEY, Mr. OWENS, Mr. PAPPAS, Mr.
PAYNE, Mr. REDMOND, Mr. REGULA, Mr. RO-
MERO-BARCELO, Mr. SABO, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr.
SCHUMER, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. SISISKY, Mr.
ADAM SMITH of Washington, Mr. SNYDER, Mr.
STEARNS, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. WAMP, Mr.
WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. WAXMAN, and Mr.
WOLF.

H.R. 3792: Mr. PAPPAS.
H.R. 3802: Ms. KILPATRICK and Mr. HINCHEY.
H.R. 3810: Mrs. ROUKEMA.
H.R. 3815: Mr. RANGEL, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and

Mr. CUNNINGHAM.
H.R. 3820: Mr. MARTINEZ.
H.R. 3821: Mr. CAMP, Mr. EWING, Mr. FOX of

Pennsylvania, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. FRANKS of
New Jersey, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. LEWIS of Ken-
tucky, and Mr. SCARBOROUGH.

H.R. 3837: Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. PELOSI, and
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.

H.R. 3844: Mr. UPTON.
H.R. 3855: Mr. KLECZKA, Ms. DUNN of Wash-

ington, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr. RUSH, Mrs.
MEEK of Florida, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. COSTELLO,
Mr. JACKSON, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. SKELTON,
and Mr. LANTOS.

H.R. 3862: Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. BENTSEN,
and Mr. BACHUS.

H.R. 3877: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr.
OLVER, and Mr. MARKEY.

H.R. 3879: Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. BURTON of In-
diana, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. DOO-
LITTLE, Mr. SNOWBARGER, Mr. WICKER, Mr.
FORBES, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. GORDON, Mr.
FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr. PEASE, Mr.
RILEY, Mr. KLINK, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. COBLE,
Mr. CHABOT, and Mr. ENSIGN.

H.R. 3898: Mr. SNOWBARGER.
H.R. 3904: Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr.

LIVINGSTON, and Mrs. NORTHUP.
H.R. 3912: Ms. RIVERS, Mr. BURTON of Indi-

ana, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. SESSIONS,
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, and Mrs. MYRICK.

H.R. 3948: Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut and
Ms. CARSON.

H.R. 3949: Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. HASTINGS of
Washington, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. SKEEN,
Mr. PEASE, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. ENSIGN,
Mr. METCALF, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. CRAPO, Mr.
MASCARA, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. THUNE, Mr.
CLEMENT, and Mr. PICKETT.

H.R. 3956: Mr. OLVER.
H.R. 3980: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. GIB-

BONS, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. COOK, Mr. BROWN
of Ohio, Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania, Mr.
REDMOND, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. PICKERING, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mr. OLVER, Mr. MORAN of Kansas,
and Mr. MEEHAN.

H.R. 3988: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. WAXMAN,
and Mr. FROST.

H.R. 3991: Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut,
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr.
CHRISTENSEN, and Ms. JACKSON-LEE.

H.R. 4006: Mr. CANNON, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr.
GOODLING, Mr. KIM, Mr. CRANE, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. HASTINGS of
Washington, Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, and
Mr. CANADY of Florida.

H.R. 4007: Mr. FORBES, Mrs. CLAYTON, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Ms. LEE, Mr. WATTS of Okla-
homa, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. ENGEL,
and Mr. RUSH.

H.R. 4009: Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. STRICKLAND,
Mr. WEXLER, and Mr. UNDERWOOD.

H.R. 4018: Mr. MILLER of California.
H.R. 4019: Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr.

STUMP, Ms. RIVERS, Mr. HERGER, and Mr.
DOOLITTLE.

H.R. 4035: Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
HALL of Ohio, Ms. DANNER, Mrs. MORELLA,

Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. MEEKS
of New York, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. OXLEY, Mr.
TRAFICANT, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. MEE-
HAN, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. SES-
SIONS, Mr. REDMOND, Mrs. MEEK of Florida,
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, and Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.

H.R. 4036: Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
HALL of Ohio, Ms. DANNER, Mrs. MORELLA,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. KLECZ-
KA, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr. STUPAK, Mr.
MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr.
OXLEY, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELO, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. NOR-
WOOD, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. NEAL of
Massachusetts, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, and Mr.
BROWN of Ohio.

H.R. 4039: Mr. NETHERCUTT.
H.R. 4049: Mr. GOODLATTE.
H.R. 4062: Mr. LAFALCE.
H.R. 4070: Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. GORDON,

Mr. FILNER, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island,
and Mr. FROST.

H.R. 4071: Mr. REDMOND, Mr. HINOJOSA, and
Mr. BLUNT.

H.R. 4073: Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. JEFFERSON,
Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. FARR of California, Mr. BROWN
of California, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. ROYBAL-AL-
LARD, Mr. FILNER, and Mr. TORRES.

H.R. 4092: Mr. LANTOS and Ms. JACKSON-
LEE.

H.R. 4096: Mr. GOODLATTE and Mr. ROYCE.
H.R. 4121: Mrs. BONO, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.

MOLLOHAN, Mr. DAVIS of Virginia, Mrs. CLAY-
TON, Mr. PASCRELL, and Mr. HOYER.

H.R. 4125: Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. DOO-
LITTLE, Mr. LEACH, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida, Mr. COX of California, and Mr.
SHUSTER.

H.R. 4134: Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania, and Mr. FROST.

H.R. 4136: Mr. HOSTETTLER and Mr. STRICK-
LAND.

H.R. 4157: Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma.
H.R. 4164: Mr. ANDREWS.
H.R. 4188: Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mrs.

KELLY, Mr. HALL of Ohio, and Mr. CRAPO.
H.J. Res. 47: Mr. LAFALCE.
H.J. Res. 66: Mr. MARTINEZ and Mr. DOOLEY

of California.
H.J. Res. 123: Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. THOMPSON,

Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr. MCGOVERN,
Mr. SNOWBARGER, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. BURTON
of Indiana, Mr. DOOLEY of California, Mr.
KNOLLENBERG, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. FAZIO of
California, Mr. BONILLA, Ms. CARSON, Mr.
WICKER, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. PICKERING, Mr.
ADERHOLT, Mr. ISTOOK, and Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey.

H.J. Res. 125: Mr. COX of California.
H. Con. Res. 188: Mr. SAXTON and Mr.

BROWN of Ohio.
H. Con. Res. 203: Mr. TORRES, Mr. SOUDER,

Mr. HUTCHINSON, and Mr. LEWIS of Georgia.
H. Con. Res. 210: Mr. Sandlin, Mr. HALL of

Texas, and Mr. WISE.
H. Con. Res. 239: Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr.

UNDERWOOD, and Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO.
H. Con. Res. 254: Mr. DUNCAN.
H. Con. Res. 258: Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. PRICE

of North Carolina, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. NOR-
TON, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr.
UNDERWOOD.

H. Con. Res. 287: Mr. BLUMENAUER.
H. Con. Res. 290: Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. LEWIS of

Kentucky, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. HASTINGS of
Washington, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. BLUNT, Mr.
SOLOMON, and Mr. CRAMER.

H. Con. Res. 292: Mr. BERMAN.
H. Res. 313: Ms. CARSON, Mrs. CLAYTON, and

Ms. KILPATRICK.
H. Res. 460: Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. BARR of

Georgia, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. CALVERT,
Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. ALLEN, Mr.
BROWN of Ohio, Ms. DANNER, Mr. PACKARD,

Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. SISISKY, Mr.
BONIOR, and Mr. STUPAK.

H. Res. 475: Mr. MILLER of California, Mr.
MARKEY, Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri, Ms.
RIVERS, Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Ms.
FURSE, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr.
QUINN, Mr. GOSS, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Ms.
CARSON, Mr. GREEN, and Ms. JACKSON-LEE.

H. Res. 494: Mr. REYES, Ms. BROWN of Flor-
ida, Mr. DOOLITTLE, and Mr. RUSH.

f

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the clerk’s
desk and referred as follows:

66. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
the Town Council of Buzzards Bay, Massa-
chusetts, relative to the Town of Bourne de-
termines that the U.S. Government has dam-
aged the Town of Bourne because of: (a) the
contamination of the Campbell School: (b)
its unconscionable failure to pay the Town
in excess of $10,000,000.00 in reimbursement
for the education of the children of the mili-
tary personnel stationed at the Mass Mili-
tary Reservation in Bourne who’s education
was paid by the Town of Bourne; and (c) by
the contamination of the water serving our
school on the Mass military Reservation;
which was referred to the Committee on Na-
tional Security.

f

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 3267
OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA

(Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute)
AMENDMENT NO. 1: Strike all after the en-

acting clause and insert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Sonny Bono
Memorial Salton Sea Restoration Act’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:
(1) The Salton Sea, located in Imperial and

Riverside Counties, California, is an eco-
nomic and environmental resource of na-
tional importance.

(2) The Salton Sea is a critical component
of the Pacific flyway. However, the con-
centration of pollutants in the Salton Sea
has contributed to recent die-offs of migra-
tory waterfowl.

(3) The Salton Sea is critical as a reservoir
for irrigation, municipal, and stormwater
drainage.

(4) The Salton Sea provides benefits to sur-
rounding communities and nearby irrigation
and municipal water users.

(5) Restoring the Salton Sea will provide
national and international benefits.
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:
(1) The term ‘‘Study’’ means the Salton

Sea study authorized by section 4.
(2) The term ‘‘Salton Sea Authority’’

means the Joint Powers Authority by that
name established under the laws of the State
of California by a Joint Power Agreement
signed on June 2, 1993.

(3) The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-
retary of the Interior, acting through the
Bureau of Reclamation.
SEC. 4. SALTON SEA RESTORATION STUDY AU-

THORIZATION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in accord-

ance with this section, shall undertake a
study of the feasibility of various alter-
natives for restoring the Salton Sea, Califor-
nia. The purpose of the Study shall be to se-
lect 1 or more practicable and cost-effective
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options for decreasing salinity and otherwise
improving water quality and to develop a
restoration plan that would implement the
selected options. The Study shall be coordi-
nated with preparation of an environmental
impact statement pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 evaluating
alternatives for restoration of the Salton
Sea. The Study shall be conducted in accord-
ance with the memorandum of understand-
ing under subsection (g).

(b) STUDY GOALS.—The Study shall explore
alternatives to achieve the following objec-
tives:

(1) Reducing and stabilizing the overall sa-
linity, and otherwise improving the water
quality of the Salton Sea.

(2) Stabilizing the surface elevation of the
Salton Sea.

(3) Reclaiming, in the long term, healthy
fish and wildlife resources and their habi-
tats.

(4) Enhancing the potential for rec-
reational uses and economic development of
the Salton Sea.

(5) Ensuring the continued use of the
Salton Sea as a reservoir for irrigation
drainage.

(c) OPTIONS TO BE CONSIDERED.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Options considered in the

Study shall include each of the following and
any appropriate combination thereof:

(A) Use of impoundments to segregate a
portion of the waters of the Salton Sea in 1
or more evaporation ponds located in the
Salton Sea basin.

(B) Pumping water out of the Salton Sea.
(C) Augmented flows of water into the

Salton Sea.
(D) Improving the quality of wastewater

discharges from Mexico and from other
water users in the Salton Sea basin.

(E) Water transfers or exchanges in the
Colorado River basin.

(F) Any other feasible restoration options.
(2) LIMITATION TO PROVEN TECHNOLOGIES.—

Options considered in the Study shall be lim-
ited to proven technologies.

(d) FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED.—
(1) SCIENCE SUBCOMMITTEE FINDINGS AND RE-

PORTS.—In evaluating the feasibility of op-
tions considered in the Study, the Secretary
shall carefully consider all available findings
and reports of the Science Subcommittee es-
tablished pursuant to section 5(c)(2) and in-
corporate such findings into the project de-
sign alternatives, to the extent feasible.

(2) OTHER FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED.—The
Secretary shall also consider—

(A) the ability of Federal, tribal, State,
and local government sources and private
sources to fund capital construction costs
and annual operation, maintenance, energy,
and replacement costs;

(B) how and where to dispose permanently
of water pumped out of the Salton Sea;

(C) the availability of necessary minimum
inflows to the Salton Sea from current
sources, including irrigation drainage water;
and

(D) the potential impact of Salton Sea res-
toration efforts on the rights of other water
users in the Colorado River Basin and on
California’s Colorado River water entitle-
ment pursuant to the Colorado River Com-
pact and other laws governing water use in
the Colorado River Basin.

(e) INTERIM REPORT.—
(1) SUBMISSION.—Not later than 9 months

after the Secretary first receives appropria-
tions for programs and actions authorized by
this title, the Secretary shall submit to the
Congress an interim progress report on res-
toration of the Salton Sea. The report
shall—

(A) identify alternatives being considered
for restoration of the Salton Sea;

(B) describe the status of environmental
compliance activities;

(C) describe the status of cost-sharing ne-
gotiations with State of California and local
agencies;

(D) describe the status of negotiations with
the Government of Mexico, if required; and

(E) report on the progress of New River and
Alamo River research and demonstration au-
thorized by this Act.

(2) CONGRESSIONAL ACTION.—Upon receipt of
the interim report from the Secretary, the
appropriate committees of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate shall promptly
schedule and conduct oversight hearings to
review implementation of the Salton Sea
restoration plan included in the report under
subsection (f), and to identify additional au-
thorizations that may be required to effec-
tuate plans and studies relating to the res-
toration of the Salton Sea.

(f) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 18
months after commencement of the Study,
the Secretary shall submit to the Congress a
report on the findings and recommendations
of the Study. The report shall include the
following:

(1) A summary of options considered for re-
storing the Salton Sea.

(2) A recommendation of a preferred option
for restoring the Salton Sea.

(3) A plan to implement the preferred op-
tion selected under paragraph (2).

(4) A recommendation for cost-sharing to
implement the plan developed under para-
graph (3). The cost-sharing recommendation
may apply a different cost-sharing formula
to capital construction costs than is applied
to annual operation, maintenance, energy,
and replacement costs.

(5) A draft of recommended legislation to
authorize construction of the preferred op-
tion selected under paragraph (2).

(g) MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall carry

out the Study in accordance with a memo-
randum of understanding entered into by the
Secretary, the Salton Sea Authority, and the
Governor of California.

(2) OPTION EVALUATION CRITERIA.—The
memorandum of understanding shall, at a
minimum, establish criteria for evaluation
and selection of options under subsection (a),
including criteria for determining the mag-
nitude and practicability of costs of con-
struction, operation, and maintenance of
each option evaluated.

(h) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS.—
(1) RECLAMATION LAWS.—Activities author-

ized by this section shall not be subject to
the Act of June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388; 43 U.S.C.
391 et seq.) and other laws amendatory there-
of or supplemental thereto. Amounts ex-
pended for those activities shall be consid-
ered nonreimbursable and nonreturnable for
purposes of those laws.

(2) LAW OF THE COLORADO RIVER.—This sec-
tion shall not be considered to supersede or
otherwise affect any treaty, law, or agree-
ment governing use of water from the Colo-
rado River. All activities to carry out the
Study under this section must be carried out
in a manner consistent with rights and obli-
gation of persons under those treaties, laws,
and agreements.

(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Secretary $30,000,000 to carry out the ac-
tivities authorized in this section.
SEC. 5. CONCURRENT WILDLIFE RESOURCES

STUDIES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Concurrently with the

Study under section 4, the Secretary shall
provide for the conduct of studies of hydrol-
ogy, wildlife pathology, and toxicology relat-
ing to wildlife resources of the Salton Sea by
Federal and non-Federal entities.

(b) SELECTION OF TOPICS AND MANAGEMENT
OF STUDIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab-
lish a committee to be known as the Salton
Sea Research Management Committee. The
Committee shall select the topics of studies
under this section and manage those studies.

(2) MEMBERSHIP.—The Committee shall
consist of 5 members appointed as follows:

(A) 1 by the Secretary.
(B) 1 by the Governor of California.
(C) 1 by the Torres Martinez Desert

Cahuilla Tribal Government.
(D) 1 by the Salton Sea Authority.
(E) 1 by the Director of the California

Water Resources Center.
(c) COORDINATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re-

quire that studies conducted under this sec-
tion are conducted in coordination with ap-
propriate international bodies, Federal agen-
cies, and California State agencies, includ-
ing, but not limited to, the International
Boundary and Water Commission, the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service, the United
States Environmental Protection Agency,
the California Department of Water Re-
sources, the California Department of Fish
and Game, the California Resources Agency,
the California Environmental Protection
Agency, the California Regional Water Qual-
ity Board, and California State Parks.

(2) SCIENCE SUBCOMMITTEE.—The Secretary
shall require that studies conducted under
this section are coordinated through a
Science Subcommittee that reports to the
Salton Sea Research Management Commit-
tee. In addition to the membership provided
for by the Science Subcommittee’s charter,
representatives shall be invited from the
University of California, Riverside, the Uni-
versity of Redlands, San Diego State Univer-
sity, the Imperial Valley College, and Los
Alamos National Laboratory.

(d) PEER REVIEW.—The Secretary shall re-
quire that studies under this section are sub-
jected to peer review.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For wildlife resources studies under this sec-
tion there are authorized to be appropriated
to the Secretary $5,000,000.
SEC. 6. SALTON SEA NATIONAL WILDLIFE REF-

UGE RENAMED AS SONNY BONO
SALTON SEA NATIONAL WILDLIFE
REFUGE.

(a) REFUGE RENAMED.—The Salton Sea Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge, located in Imperial
County, California, is hereby renamed and
shall be known as the Sonny Bono Salton
Sea National Wildlife Refuge.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in any
statute, rule, regulation, Executive order,
publication, map, or paper or other docu-
ment of the United States to the Salton Sea
National Wildlife Refuge is deemed to refer
to the Sonny Bono Salton Sea National
Wildlife Refuge.
SEC. 7. ALAMO RIVER AND NEW RIVER.

(a) RESEARCH AND DEMONSTRATION
PROJECTS.—The Secretary shall promptly
conduct research and construct wetlands fil-
tration or construct wetlands demonstration
projects to improve water quality in the
Alamo River and New River, Imperial Coun-
ty, California. The Secretary may acquire
equipment, real property, and interests in
real property (including site access) as need-
ed to implement actions authorized by this
section.

(b) MONITORING AND OTHER ACTIONS.—The
Secretary shall establish a long-term mon-
itoring program to maximize the effective-
ness of any demonstration project authorized
by this section.

(c) COOPERATION.—The Secretary shall im-
plement subsections (a) and (b) in coopera-
tion with the Desert Wildlife Unlimited, the
Imperial Irrigation District, the State of
California, and other interested persons.
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(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

For research and demonstration projects au-
thorized in this section, there are authorized
to be appropriated to the Secretary
$3,000,000.
SEC. 8. EMERGENCY ACTION.

If, during the conduct of the studies au-
thorized by this Act, the Secretary deter-
mines that environmental conditions at the
Salton Sea warrant immediate and emer-
gency action, the Secretary shall imme-
diately submit a report to Congress docu-
menting such conditions and making rec-
ommendations for their correction.

H.R. 4104

OFFERED BY: MRS. NORTHUP

AMENDMENT NO. 12: Strike subsection (c)
of section 407 of title 39, United States Code,
as proposed to be amended by section 646 (a)
(relating to international postal arrange-
ments), and insert the following:

‘‘(c) The Postal Service may—
‘‘(1) enter into such commercial and oper-

ational contracts relating to international
postal services as it considers necessary, ex-
cept that the Postal Service may not enter
into any contract with an agency of a for-
eign government (whether under authority
of this paragraph or otherwise) if it would
grant an undue or unreasonable preference
to the Postal Service with respect to any
class of mail or type of mail service; and

‘‘(2) with the consent of the President, es-
tablish the rates of postage or other charges
on mail matter conveyed between the United
States and other countries.’’.

H.R. 4104

OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS

AMENDMENT NO. 13: Page 58, line 1, after
the dollar amount, insert the following: ‘‘(re-
duced by $2,000,000) (increased by $2,000,000)’’.

H.R. 4104

OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS

AMENDMENT NO. 14: Page 58, line 1, after
the dollar amount, insert the following: ‘‘, of
which $2,000,000 shall be for the management
of veterans records’’.

H.R. 4104

OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS

AMENDMENT NO. 15: Page 58, line 1, after
the dollar amount, insert the following: ‘‘, of
which $6,000,000 shall be for the management
of veterans records’’.

H.R. 4104

OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS

AMENDMENT NO. 16: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

SEC. 648. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to make any loan or
credit in excess of $250,000,000 to a foreign en-
tity or government of a foreign country
through the exchange stabilization fund
under section 5302 of title 31, United States
Code.

H.R. 4104

OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS

AMENDMENT NO. 17: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

SEC. 648. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to make any loan or
credit to a foreign entity or government of a
foreign country through the exchange sta-
bilization fund under section 5302 of title 31,
United States Code.

H.R. 4193

OFFERED BY: MR. GUTIERREZ

AMENDMENT NO. 1: At the end of the bill be-
fore the short title insert the following:

SEC. 336. The Secretary of Energy, acting
through the Assistant Secretary for Energy
Efficiency and Renewable Energy, and the
Secretary of Agriculture, acting through the
Chief of the Forest Service, shall coordinate
their endeavors to improve energy effi-
ciency, reduce air pollution and decrease ex-
cessive summer heat using innovative for-
estry and energy conservation techniques in
urban communities by—

(1) developing a comprehensive action plan
that will detail how the programs under
their administration can be integrated in
urban communities to achieve common
goals;

(2) actively pursuing opportunities to co-
ordinate program functions in urban commu-
nities;

(3) targeting specific urban communities
where energy efficiency and forestry pro-
grams can be integrated effectively; and

(4) working with State and local govern-
mental entities, private sector partners, and
not-for-profit organizations.
The Secretaries shall jointly submit reports
to Congress biannually describing the
progress made to achieve the goals of this
section.

H.R. 4194

OFFERED BY: MR. BEREUTER

AMENDMENT NO. 1: Page 91, after line 3, in-
sert the following:

SEC. 425. The aggregate amount otherwise
appropriated in this Act for the functions of
the Office of the Administrator of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency is hereby re-
duced by $15,000,000.

H.R. 4194

OFFERED BY: MR. BEREUTER

AMENDMENT NO. 2: Page 91, after line 3, in-
sert the following:

SEC. 425. (a) TEMPORARY PROHIBITION ON IM-
PLEMENTATION OR ENFORCEMENT OF PUBLIC

WATER SYSTEM TREATMENT REQUIREMENTS

FOR COPPER ACTION LEVEL.—None of the
funds made available by this or any other
Act for any fiscal year may be used by the
Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency to implement or enforce the na-
tional primary drinking water regulations
for lead and copper in drinking water pro-
mulgated under the Safe Drinking Water Act
(42 U.S.C. 300f et seq.), to the extent that the
regulations pertain to the public water sys-
tem treatment requirements related to the
copper action level, until—

(1) the Administrator and the Director of
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
tion jointly conduct a study to establish a
reliable dose-response relationship for the
adverse human health effects that may re-
sult from exposure to copper in drinking
water, that—

(A) includes an analysis of the health ef-
fects that may be experienced by groups
within the general population (including in-
fants) that are potentially at greater risk of
adverse health effects as the result of the ex-
posure;

(B) is conducted in consultation with inter-
ested States;

(C) is based on the best available science
and supporting studies that are subject to
peer review and conducted in accordance
with sound and objective scientific practices;
and

(D) is completed not later than 30 months
after the date of enactment of this Act; and

(2) based on the results of the study and,
once peer reviewed and published, the 2 stud-
ies of copper in drinking water conducted by
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
tion in the State of Nebraska and the State
of Delaware, the Administrator establishes
an action level for the presence of copper in
drinking water that protects the public
health against reasonably expected adverse
effects due to exposure to copper in drinking
water.

(b) CURRENT REQUIREMENTS.—Nothing in
this section precludes a State from imple-
menting or enforcing the national primary
drinking water regulations for lead and cop-
per in drinking water promulgated under the
Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. 300f et
seq.) that are in effect on the date of enact-
ment of this Act, to the extent that the regu-
lations pertain to the public water system
treatment requirements related to the cop-
per action level.

H.R. 4194

OFFERED BY: MR. BEREUTER

AMENDMENT NO. 3: Page 91, after line 3, in-
sert the following:

SEC. 425. No part of any funds made
available by this Act may be used to pay sal-
aries and expenses of any officer or employee
of the Environmental Protection Agency to
promulgate or implement any rule under the
Safe Drinking Water Act requiring public
water systems to use disinfection for those
public water systems which rely on ground
water. Nothing in the preceding sentence
shall be construed to prohibit the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, or any officer or
employee of the Agency, from conducting
studies and investigations regarding the use
of disinfection in public water systems rely-
ing on ground water or regarding any alter-
natives to the use of disinfection in such sys-
tems for purposes of meeting national pri-
mary drinking water regulations.

H.R. 4194

OFFERED BY: MR. GUTIERREZ

AMENDMENT NO. 4: At the end of title I
(page 17, after line 12), insert the following:

SEC. 110. (a) EXTENSION OF VETERANS SEX-
UAL TRAUMA COUNSELING AND TREATEMENT

PROGRAM.—Section 1720D of title 38, United
States Code, is amended in subsections (a)(1)
and (a)(3) by striking out ‘‘December 31,
1998,’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Decem-
ber 31, 2002,’’.

(b) PERSONS ELIGIBLE FOR SEXUAL TRAUMA

COUNSELING AND TREATMENT.—Such section
is further amended by adding at the end the
following new subsection:

‘‘(e)(1) A veteran shall be eligible for coun-
seling and treatment under this section
without regard to the provisions of section
5303A of this title.

‘‘(2) An individual who is a member of a re-
serve component shall be eligible for coun-
seling and treatment under this section in
the same manner as a veteran and without
regard to the provisions of section 5303A of
this title.

‘‘(3) An individual who is a former member
of a reserve component (but who is not a vet-
eran within the meaning of section 101 of
this title) and who was discharged or re-
leased from service as a member of a reserve
component under conditions other than dis-
honorable shall be eligible for counseling and
treatment under this section in the same
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manner as a veteran and without regard to
the provisions of section 5303A of this title.

‘‘(4) The Secretary shall ensure that infor-
mation about the counseling and treatment
available to individuals under this sub-
section—

‘‘(A) is made available and visibly posted
at each facility of the Department; and

H.R. 4194
OFFERED BY: MR. ROEMER

AMENDMENT NO. 5: Page 72, line 15, strike
‘‘$5,309,000,000’’ and insert ‘‘$3,709,000,000’’.

H.R. 4194
OFFERED BY: MR. SANFORD

AMENDMENT NO. 6: page 76, line 24 strike
‘‘2,745,000,000’’ and insert ‘‘2,545,700,000.’’

H.R. 4194
OFFERED BY: MR. TIAHRT

AMENDMENT NO. 7: Page 8, line 15, before
the period at the end, insert the following:
: Provided, That, of the funds made available
under this heading, $12,500,000 shall be for
medical research relating to the Gulf War
illnesses afflicting veterans of the Persian
Gulf War

H.R. 4194
OFFERED BY: MR. TIAHRT

AMENDMENT NO. 8: Page 8, line 15, before
the period at the end, insert the following:
: Provided, That, of the funds made available
under this heading, $25,000,000 shall be for

medical research relating to the Gulf War
illnesses afflicting veterans of the Persian
Gulf War

H.R. 4194

OFFERED BY: MR. VENTO

AMENDMENT NO. 9: Page 52, after line 2, in-
sert the following new section:

LOW-INCOME HOUSING PRESERVATION AND
RESIDENT HOMEOWNERSHIP

SEC. 210. (a) NOTICE OF PREPAYMENT OR
TERMINATION.—Notwithstanding section
212(b) of the Low-Income Housing Preserva-
tion and Resident Homeownership Act of 1990
(12 U.S.C. 4102(b)) or any other provision of
law, during fiscal year 1999 and each fiscal
year thereafter, an owner of eligible low-in-
come housing (as defined in section 229 of the
Low-Income Housing Preservation and Resi-
dent Homeownership Act of 1990 (12 U.S.C.
4119)) that intends to take any action de-
scribed in section 212(a) of such Act (12
U.S.C. 4102(a)) shall, not less than 1 year be-
fore the date on which the action is taken—

(1) file a notice indicating that intent with
the chief executive officer of the appropriate
State or local government for the jurisdic-
tion within which the housing is located; and

(2) provide each tenant of the housing with
a copy of that notice.

(b) EXCEPTION.—The requirements of this
section do not apply—

(1) in any case in which the prepayment or
termination at issue is necessary to effect
conversion to ownership by a priority pur-
chaser (as defined in section 231(a) of the
Low-Income Housing Preservation and Resi-
dent Homeownership Act of 1990 (12 U.S.C.
4120(a)); or

(2) in the case of any owner who has pro-
vided notice of an intended prepayment or
termination on or before July 7, 1998, in ac-
cordance with the requirements of section
212(b) of the Low-Income Housing Preserva-
tion and Resident Homeownership Act of 1990
(12 U.S.C. 4102(b)).

H.R. 4194

OFFERED BY: MR. VENTO

AMENDMENT NO. 10: Page 70, line 19, after
the dollar amount insert the following: ‘‘(in-
creased by $30,000,000)’’.

Page 72, line 15, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $43,500,000)’’.

H.R. 4194

OFFERED BY: MR. VENTO

AMENDMENT NO. 11: Page 70, line 19, after
the dollar amount insert the following: ‘‘(in-
creased by $30,000,000)’’.

Page 76, line 24, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$107,400,000)’’.
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